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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM 
The recreation profession faces a problem today in 
that college trained recreation professionals who have been 
employed in full time recreation positions are finding 
employment in other fields. Reasons why people leave the 
field have been presented by various authors. Norman and 
Bessemer stated that people enter positions without a full 
knowledge of what the job encompasses thereby creating an 
unsatisfied employee thus an exodus from the profession.^* 
Difference in personality and methods between employees 
has been mentioned as a cause for professionals to leave 
positions. It has also been presented that potential 
income is a deterrent for people to stay in the profes- 
sion. Krim stated that some professionals who enter the 
Ralph D. Norman and David W. Bessemer, "Job 
Preference Shifts as Functions of Job Information, Famil¬ 
iarity, and Prestige Level," Journal of Applied Psvcholoav. 
(1968), p. 280.   
2Harriet A. Rose and Charlee F. Elton, "Sex and 
Occupational Choice," Journal of Counseling Psychology, 
(1971), p. 460. 
3 
Leslie M. Reid, "University Training for Park Admin 
iatrators," Parks and Recreation, (December, 1968), p. 25. 
1 
2 
field do not consider recreation a life long profession.^ 
It is further acknowledged that two out of five recreation 
major graduates leave the profession within three years of 
2 
graduating from college. 
The investigator found very little empirical evi¬ 
dence as to why people leave the recreation profession; 
however, he found statements concerning the cause. There¬ 
fore , the author attempted to pinpoint the causes for these 
people leaving the recreation profession in order that the 
professionals who remain in the field might be made aware 
of the causes and work to eliminate them. 
Statement of the Problem 
This study dealt with the identification and analy¬ 
sis of the factors which have influenced Georgia Southern 
College recreation major graduates who had taken full time 
recreation positions to leave the recreation profession. 
Statement of the Null Hypothesis 
The following null hypothesis was tested in this 
^-Sidney G. Lutzin, "NRPA Acts on Salary Structures ,M 
Parks and Recreation, (March, 1969), p. 47. 
2Amold A. Shuster and Susan K. Shuster, "The Case 
for Graduate School Education in Recreation," Parks and 
Recreation, (January* 1971), p. 116. 
3 
study: 
study: 
1. There are no identifiable factors which have 
influenced Georgia Southern College recrea¬ 
tion major graduates who had taken full time 
recreation positions to leave the recreation 
profession. 
Sub-Hypotheses 
The following sub-hypotheses were tested in this 
1. There is no relationship between the factors 
which influenced male recreation major graduates 
who graduated before 1968, and the factors which 
influenced male recreation major graduates who 
graduated in or after 1968, who had held full 
time recreation positions to seek employment 
in another field. 
2. There is no relationship between the factors 
which influenced female recreation major 
graduates who graduated before 1968, and the 
factors which influenced female recreation 
major graduates who graduated in or after 1968, 
who had held full time recreation positions to 
seek employment in another field. 
'3. There is no relationship between the factors 
which influenced male recreation major graduates 
4 
who graduated before 1968, and the factors 
which influenced female recreation major 
graduates who graduated before 1968, who had 
held full time recreation positions to seek 
employment in another field. 
4. There is no relationship between the factors 
which influenced male recreation major grad¬ 
uates who graduated in or after 196 8, and the 
factors which influenced female recreation 
major graduates who graduated in or after 1968, 
who had held full time recreation positions to 
seek employment in another field. 
Delimitation of the Study 
This study has the following delimitation: 
1. The study was limited to Georgia Southern 
College recreation major graduates who had 
held full time recreation positions and had 
left the recreation profession. 
Limitations of the Study 
The study has the following limitations: 
1. The study was limited by the subject's honesty 
in answering the questionnaire. 
2. The study was limited by the subject's ability 
to recall exact factors which influenced him to 
5 
leave the recreation profession. 
3. The study was limited in that it involved the 
assumption that the questionnaire constructed 
would elicit valid responses. 
4. The sensitiveness of the statistical methods 
used may have been less than desired because of 
the small number in the population. 
5. The study was limited by the failure to list 
all factors that have influenced recreation 
professionals to leave the field. 
6. The study was limited in that it was assumed 
that the questionnaire would show reliability. 
Need for the Study 
Prior to this study, no one has attempted to 
identify the factors that have influenced Georgia Southern 
College recreation major graduates who had held full time 
recreation positions to leave the recreation profession. 
As far as this investigator can ascertain a very limited 
amount of research of this type has been undertaken in the 
recreation profession. The identification and analysis of 
the factors will serve as an indication why recreation 
major graduates leave the recreation profession. Also, 
professional recreators will be given a guide as to what 
problems need to be alleviated. 
6 
Definition of Terms 
Within this study key terms need to be explained: 
1. Georgia Southern College recreation major 
graduates—Graduates of Georgia Southern 
College who received a degree in recreation 
administration from June, 1961, through 
August, 1972. 
2. Influenced—Had an effect on or acted on the 
development of the idea to leave the recrea¬ 
tion profession. 
3. Factor(s)—Refers to a person, experience, or 
other reference point which would be identified 
by the graduate as having entered his life 
after he took a full time recreation position. 
4. Sub-classes of graduates—The groups of graduate 
to be tested. The sub-classes consist of (1) 
Males who graduated from Georgia Southern 
College before 1968, (2) Males who graduated 
from Georgia Southern College in or after 
1968, (3) Females who graduated from Georgia 
Southern College before 1968, and (4) Females 
who graduated from Georgia Southern College in 
or after 1968. 
5. Recreation Board—An appointed or elected body 
of laymen, serving on a salaried or volunteer 
7 
basis, usually responsible for determining the 
policies of a public recreation agency. 
6. Recreation Commission—Same as the recreation 
board. 
7. Recreational Professional—A person who has 
acquired some special knowledge to guide others 
in recreation activities. He acquired some of 
the knowledge and skills through specialized 
preparation at an institution of higher learning. 
8. Major—The field in which a person concentrates 
his work in college. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
In this chapter the investigator will present a 
review of literature concerned with the problem of identi¬ 
fying factors that influence recreation professionals to 
leave the field of recreation. 
The two major divisions of the literature are: 
(1) Literature Related to Reasons Why Professional Recrea- 
tors Leave the Field of Recreation, and (2) Literature 
Related to Reasons Why Professionals in Other Professions 
Leave Their Field. 
Literature Related to Recreation 
Professionals Leaving the 
Field of Recreation 
This major division has five sub-divisions: (A) 
Working Conditions, (B) Managerial Ability, (C) Salaries, 
(D) Community Awareness, and (E) Others. 
Working Conditions 
The literature in this area revealed that working 
conditions may be a factor that influences recreation major 
graduates to leave the recreation profession. Brown, in 
1930, emphasized at a conference on increasing and retaining 
8 
9 
recreation workers that 'in order to retain staff the work¬ 
ing conditions under which employees must work must be im¬ 
proved.'^ Sutherland contended that people are drawn to 
other professions because of the fact that they have better 
2 
working conditions. Hartose stated that we must do more 
recruiting in order to fill positions that have been va¬ 
cated due to bad working conditions.^ Related directly to 
working conditions is the fact that the recreation profes¬ 
sional is loaded with duties that are not professional in 
nature. The combination of professional and nonprofessional 
duties brings on an overload of duties for the professional 
4 s 
worker. ' 
Rensvold and Lutzin in 1953 and 1969, respectively, 
stated the theory that recreation positions have inherent 
disadvantages such as long and irregular working hours 
brought on by night work, work on weekends, work on 
^■J. H. McCurdy, "Increasing the Number of Trained 
Able Recreation Workers," Playground, (December, 1930), 
p. 498. 
2 
willard C. Sutherland, "A Shortage Ahead in Recrea¬ 
tion Department Personnel," American City, (October, 1957), 
p. 31. 
3 
Charles Hartose, "Recruiting With Work-Study 
Programs," Recreation, (June, 1958), p. 216. 
^Marvin Rife, "Field Problems in Recreation Work," 
Recreation, (April, 1951), p. 48. 
^Donald Saltzman, "Recruitment Reappraised," Parks • 
and Recreation, (June, 1968), p. 25. 
10 
holidays, work on special events, and for certain other 
1,2 
activities during the year. 
Managerial Ability 
Literature in this area revealed that if a profes¬ 
sional lacks ability to manage the affairs of his program, 
problems will develop that lead to his leaving the recrea¬ 
tion profession. At a conference in 1930, Chase brought 
out the fact that 'people cone into the recreation profes¬ 
sion with all the earmarks of success but fail and quit the 
3 
profession because they lack managerial ability.' 
Marvin Rife stated that a way in which recreation 
personnel show their lack of managerial ability is in the 
difficulty workers experience in the administration of the 
training and supervising of volunteers in their programs. 
He also stated that professionals encounter problems in 
dealing with other professionals due to a difference in 
4 
temperament, standards of work, and supervisory techniques. 
^Verna Rensvold, "Personnel in Recreation-Recruit¬ 
ment," Recreation, (June, 1953), p. 87. 
^Sidney G. Lutzin, "NRPA Acts on Salary Structures," 
Parks and Recreation, (March, 1969), p. 47. 
3J. H. McCurdy, "Increasing the Number of Trained 
Able Recreation Workers," Playground, (December, 1930), 
p. 499. 
^Marvin Rife, "Field Problems in Recreation Work," 
Recreation, (April, 1951), p. 48. 
11 
Brightbill wrote in an article for Recreation these 
ways that recreation professionals fail in managerial abil¬ 
ity thus leading to their leaving the recreation profession: 
1. They try to sell activities rather 
than the objectives at which those 
activities are aimed. 
2. They overlook the fact that even the 
smallest of details must be handled 
accurately. 
3. They do not take enough time to 
evaluate their program, to refine 
them and better them. 
4. They delegate responsibilities to 
subordinates but do not delegate the 
necessary authority to go with it. 
5. They pass over lightly the essential¬ 
ity of being good administrators and 
multiplying their efforts through 
making the best use of subordinates. 
6. They seem to be allergic to the effi¬ 
cient administration of finances and 
the budgetary aspects of the job. 
7. They forget that recreation is a 
team job among the policy maker, the 
executive, the leader, and the 
public. 
8. They will not stand firm on basic 
principles when politics Interfere 
with them. 
9. They criticize other professionals 
and civic leaders whose ambitions 
and abilities they fear will make 
them change from the status quo,1 
Salaries 
The literature in this area revealed that low 
salaries and lack of benefits were factors that influenced 
recreation major graduates to leave the recreation profes- 
^National Recreation Association. "Why Do Recrea¬ 
tion Executives Pail?" Recreation, (May, 1952), p. 118. 
12 
sion. Giaugue stressed the fact 'that budgets and facilities 
throughout the country have increased in the last twenty 
years', and as far as he could tell 'the growth in these 
had not been accompanied by a comparable increase in salaries 
of directors and workers in the field of recreation.'^* Gloss 
remarked: 
Salaries are far too low for recrea¬ 
tion workers. This means, of course, that 
they cannot afford a superior education 
and that few of the best are attracted. 
Many of the remaining better individuals 
leave the profession of recreation for 
higher salaries in other fields of endeav¬ 
or such as school teaching or social work. 
Krim pointed out in 1944, that recreation is not considered 
a life long profession for everyone who enters the recrea¬ 
tion field due to the fact compensation is not commensurate 
with the training they have, and the fact that they can go 
into other fields of work.^ Low morale and high turnover of 
professional personnel can be attributed to low salaries 
according to Rensvold and the National Recreation and Parks 
Association.^'*' Saltzman reiterated the statement by 
*F. W. Maroney, "Securing Adequate Salaries for 
Recreation Workers in Order That Effective Leaders May Be 
Kept in the Movement," Playground, (December, 19 30), p. 502. 
^George M. Gloss, "Training For Recreation Service," 
Recreation, (December, 1941), p. 574. 
3Allan Krim, "Recreation a Developing Profession," 
Recreation, (1944), p. 301. 
4Verna Rensvold, "Personnel in Recreation-Recruit¬ 
ment," Recreation, (June, 1953), p. 87. 
®NRPA. "Personnel Standards," Parks and Recreation, 
(March, 1966), p. 258. 
13 
Rensvold that had been made fifteen years earlier and 
added that lack of benefits is also a factor in influencing 
professionals to leave the field of recreation.^" Recreation 
professionals are being lured to other fields that offer 
more lucrative salaries due to the low salary scales of the 
recreation profession according to Hartose. Lutzin agreed 
with other authorities on the fact that the recreation 
profession's productiveness in retaining workers is limited 
by the low salaries and the fact that potential income within 
the field has not been projected to an attractive level.^ 
Community Awareness 
The literature in this area showed that the recrea¬ 
tion professional's not having a thorough awareness of the 
community cam produce factors that may influence the recrea¬ 
tion professional to leave the recreation field. Brightbill 
was quoted in Recreation as saying these problems caused 
recreation executives to fail and eventually leave the 
recreation profession: 
1. They do not understand the fundamental 
principles of community organization 
for recreation. 
1Donald Saltzman, "Recruitment Reappraised," Parks 
and Recreation, (June, 1968), p. 25. 
2Charles Hartose, "Recruiting With Work-Study 
Programs," Recreation, (June, 1958), p. 216. 
■^Sidney G. Lutzin, "NRPA Acts on Salary Structures," 
Parks and Recreation, (March, 1969), p. 47. 
14 
They have not learned that what Is done 
by people is more important than what 
is done for them. 
They neglect to recognize the inter¬ 
relationship of recreation, housing, 
health, welfare, safety, and educa¬ 
tion. 
They do not appreciate the importance 
of functional design and the part 
recreation plays in total, comprehen¬ 
sive community planning. 
They lack understanding of the legis¬ 
lative process in a democracy and of 
proper, dependable strategy in 
securing passage of needed legisla¬ 
tion. 
They refuse to adjust themselves to 
existing traditions, customs, and 
ways. 
They do not know the community in 
which they work, much less the 
thinking and the desires of the 
people that are served by their 
department.1 
Others 
The literature in this area dealt with factors not 
previously mentioned, but which were reported to have an 
effect on recreation professionals leaving the recreation 
profession. Guidance has been listed as a factor that is 
of concern. Rife stated that many agencies fail to give 
professional workers complete job descriptions which include 
clear-cut analyses of their position. This leaves the worker 
open to criticism from other professionals as well as from 
^National Recreation Association. "Why Do Recrea¬ 
tion Executives Fail?," Recreation, (May, 1952), p. 118. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
15 
agency constituents for not doing what he is expected to do.* 
Rensvold stated that job insecurity is brought on by this 
2 
lack of guidance within the department. Forsberg followed 
the same line of thought in his statement that questionable 
selection of personnel, their position assignment, and 
frustration due to a lack of counseling and guidance leads 
to personnel turnover.^ Recreation personnel should be 
guided in all their work no matter how minor it might be. 
Another factor that influenced recreation profession¬ 
als to leave the field of recreation was relocating their 
families. Often this is necessary for advancement, but 
4 
hardships are created by the uprooting of the family. 
These problems singularly or as a combination may 
serve as factors that influence recreation professionals to 
leave the recreation field. Whatever factors influence 
recreation professionals, two out of five of them leave the 
e 
profession within three years of leaving the universities. 
^"Marvin Rife, "Field Problems in Recreation Work," 
Recreation, (April, 1951), p. 48. 
2 
Vema Rensvold, "Personnel in Recreation-Recruit¬ 
ment," Recreation, (June, 1953), p. 87. 
3 
Raymond T. Forsberg, "Some Personnel Trends at 
St. Louis-An Impression," Recreation, (December, 1954), 
p. 604. 
^Sidney G. Lutzin, "NRPA Acts on Salary Structures," 
Parks and Recreation, (March, 1969), p. 47. 
5Arnold A. Shuster and Susan K. Shuster, "The Case 
for Graduate School Education in Recreation," Parks and 
Recreation, (January, 1971), p. 116. 
16 
Literature Related to 
Professionals Leaving Other "Fields 
This major division has seven sub-divisions: (A) 
Salaries and Benefits, (B) Job Satisfaction, (C) Guidance, 
(D) Supervision, (E) Recognition and Advancement, (F) Age, 
and (G) Women. 
Salaries and Benefits 
The literature in this area showed that salaries and 
benefits play an important part in an employee's decision 
to leave a position. Cassell and Randall found that in 
order for personnel to be retained in a position that sala¬ 
ries and benefits must be at least comparable to salaries 
offered by other firms in the same locale. Their work was 
done in a study for the United States Chamber of Commerce.^ 
Benefits were a determining factor in the eyes of Stein, he 
stated that in order for employees to remain in their present 
positions benefits such as retirement pensions, disability 
pensions, health insurance, and vacations with pay must be 
2 
provided for employees. 
Eckert and Stecklein stated that almost one-half of 
the liberal arts college professors who leave jobs list in 
^Louis Cassell and Raymond L. Randall, "Analysis of 
Worker Turnover Pays Off," Nations Business, (January, 
1958), p. 72. 
2 
Robert L. Stein, "Unemployment and Job Mobility," 
Monthly Labor Review, (April, 1960), p. 351. 
17 
interviews that one of the determining factors in their 
leaving was low salaries.^* In a similar study to Eckert's 
and Stecklein*s, Caplow and McGee in questioning college 
professors who had resigned positions found that only twenty 
percent stated they were dissatisfied with their previous 
salaries. However, over fifty percent of the same group 
replied that higher salary was a major attraction to their 
2 
new positions. In still another study dealing with the 
mobility of college professors, Brown concluded that: 
...salary and benefits are not the most 
important elements in job choice.3 
Neither did Brown find salary to be extremely important as 
a factor in faculty members leaving positions. Only fifteen 
percent of his respondents considered a low salary as one of 
the two most important reasons for leaving their previous 
4 
positions. 
Kahl stated that compensation inaccuracies are a 
cause for employee turnover. He stated: 
Poor compensation practices are fre¬ 
quently named among reasons for labor 
turnovers, and their valid points can be 
made here. 
^Ruth £. Eckert and John £. Stecklein, Job Motiva- 
tlons and Satisfactions of College Teachers (Washington: 
United States Government Printing Office, 1961), pp. 37-38. 
2 
Theodore Caplow and Reece T. McGee, The Academic 
Marketplace (New York: Anchor Books; Doubleday and Company, 
Inc., 1964, pp. 49-52. 
^David G. Brown, The Mobile Professors (Washington: 
The American Council on Education, 1967), p. 55. 
4Ibid., p. 36. 
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1. Merit System-self evaluation and 
eraployer evaluation may not match. 
Ho discussion of the discrepancies 
zaay lead to not only differences of 
opinion but also differences in 
compensation. 
2. Built-in Inequities-starting pay for 
new graduates is almost the same as 
past graduates. Experience does not 
mean anything. 
3. Lure to Greener Pastures-Employees 
are hopping.from job to job for 
better pay. 
Goodwin in a national survey of college professors 
found that thirty-seven percent of his sample listed as a 
reason for discontentment with his previous position, 
2 
dissatisfaction with the financial rewards of the position. 
Rosenthai continued along the line of the lure of greener 
pastures when he concluded that employees change jobs 
3 
because they know they can receive better condensation. 
In a study using Harvard University graduates with 
Master of Business Administration degrees as the subjects, 
it was found that two-thirds of all employees who left 
their initial employer listed as a primary cause, inade¬ 
quate salary growth. Through the findings of the study 
^Kenneth L. Kahl, "What's Behind Employee Turnover?," 
Personnel, (September, 1968), p. 54, 
2 
Leonard Goodwin, "The Academic World and the 
Business World: A Comparison of Occupational Goals," 
Sociology of Education, (Spring, 1969), p. 173. 
^Edmond M. Rosenthal, "Greener Pastures: Why 
Employees Change Jobs," Personnel, (January, 1969), p. 32. 
19 
it was concluded that maintaining a competitive salary 
growth is an important element in retention of present 
staff.* 
Turnover rates are continually climbing in the 
United States despite rising wage levels. However, a worker 
is less likely to be dissatisfied with his salary if all 
other factors are satisfying. Herrick found that out of five 
work features which were rated to determine factors that 
influence job satisfaction, only one had to do with tangible 
or economic benefits. The one, good pay, was ranked fifth 
2 
out of the five factors. 
Finn and Lee found in a 1972 study for the United 
States Public Health Service that equitable salary plays an 
important role in defining a person's attitude toward his 
work environment. They stated: 
A person who receives a salary, not what he 
thinks he should get for his work, displays 
dissonance, which leads to unfavorable work 
related attitudes and a high possibility of 
terminating their employment.^ 
^■John A. Pasquale and Richard A. Lange, "Job-Hopping 
and the Master of Business Administration," Harvard Business 
Review, (November, 1971), p. 4. 
2 
Neal Q. Herrick, "Who's Unhappy at Work and Why," 
Manpower, (January, 1972), p. 4. 
^Robert H. Finn and Sang M. Lee, "Salary Equity: 
Its Determination, Analysis, and Correlates," Journal of 
Applied Psychology, (August, 1972), p. 291. 
20 
It seems apparent that salary is a major source of 
dissatisfaction. Nicholson and Miljus contended that finan¬ 
cial reward, in the singular sense, cannot be considered 
a major cause of turnover. Yet, they feel it is important 
as a variable in making the decision to leave a position."'" 
Job Satisfaction 
The literature in this area revealed that if a 
person is not satisfied with the position he holds he is 
wore prone to leave the position. Becker and Strauss pur¬ 
sued this line in their 1956 study. They found that men who 
feel that they have reached all their goals in their present 
2 positxon become dissatisfied and thus leads to job turnover. 
At the other end of the spectrum is Rosenthal's contention 
that people become dissatisfied when they are unable to fill 
their ambitions.^ Also in the same area is Snelling's theory 
that people quit jobs because the job does not offer a 
4 
challenge. 
^"Edward A. Nicholson and Robert C. Miljus, "Job 
Satisfaction and Turnover Among Liberal Arts College Pro¬ 
fessors," Personnel Journal, (November, 1972), pp. 844-845. 
2 
Howard S. Becker and Anselm L. Strauss, "Careers, 
Personality, and Adult Socialization," The American Journal 
of Sociology, (November, 1956), p. 260. 
•^Edmond M. Rosenthal, "Greener Pastures: Why Employ¬ 
ees Change Jobs," Personnel, (January, 1969), p. 28. 
4 
Robert 0. Snelling, Sr., "Seven Ways to Turn Off 
Turnover," Nations Business, (October, 1970), pp. 58-60. 
21 
Factors related to a position and other personal 
factors may affect job dissatisfaction. Friedlander in his 
study stated it in this manner: extrinsic and intrinsic job 
characteristics affect job dissatisfaction. He found in 
his study that employees who find certain aspects of their 
job particularly important to satisfaction may not find the 
negative aspects of the same characteristics particularly 
important to their dissatisfaction.^" 
Investigators have consistently demonstrated that 
there is a relationship between job satisfaction and turn¬ 
over. Vroom summarized this research and described the 
satisfying work role as: 
...one which provides high pay, substan¬ 
tial promotional opportunity, considerate 
and participative supervision, an oppor¬ 
tunity to interact with one's peers, 
varied duties, and a high degree of , 
control over work methods and work pace. 
Herzberg contended that many aspects of organizational life 
and personal growth such as company policy and administration, 
working conditions, and interpersonal relations contribute 
3 
to dissatisfaction among employees. 
^"Frank Friedlander, "Job Characteristics as Satis- 
fiers and Dissatisfiers," Journal of Applied Psychology, 
(December, 1964), p. 388. 
2Victor H. Vroom, Work and Motivation (New York: 
John Wiley and Sons, Inc.)pp. 175-178. 
^Frederick Herzberg, Work and the Nature of Man 
(New York: The World Publishing Company, 1966), p. 95. 
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Herrick in his article stated that workers must be 
interested in their work in order to stay with it. He found 
that out of five work features rated to determine factors 
that influence job satisfaction, interesting work ranked 
number one.1 Nicholson and Miljus listed interesting work 
as one of the influential factors in job satisfaction. 
However, they contended that no one factor is singularly 
important in making a person dissatisfied with his position. 
They stated that turnover most often results from conditions 
which produce general alienation and not from dissatisfaction 
2 
with a single concern. 
Laserson stated in her study dealing with second 
careerist that this is an age of discontinuity; that there 
are many paths for employees to follow and they must choose 
the one to take. She contended that the employees make the 
choice because they are tired of fighting losing battles in 
their present positions. Laserson quoted OeCarlo as saying: 
'After so many years you know the 
script by heart and can predict the 
action; it is too placid an atmos¬ 
phere in which to spend the rest 
of your working life.' 
^Neal Q. Herrick, "Who's Unhappy at Work and Why," 
Manpower, (January, 1972), p. 5. 
2 
Edward A. Nicholson and Robert C. Miljus, "Job 
Satisfaction and Turnover Among Liberal Arts College Pro¬ 
fessors," Personnel Journal, (November, 1972), p. 845. 
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In the same study she gave Gavin credit for summarizing the 
turnover situation in this manner: 
'Some people quit jobs to get freedom 
of action and opportunity for achieve¬ 
ment in new areas.'1 
Guidance 
The literature in this area revealed that people 
were misguided in their choice of professions. People try 
to influence other people as to what to choose, they try to 
make up other people's minds. The person trying to make a 
career decision is persuaded to accept a job in an area in 
which he truthfully is not interested. 
People have not made a career decision when they 
enter a field according to Hilton. He stated: 
Career development can be described as 
the assertion of a chain of decisions. 
The ability to make appropriate decisions 
then becomes of key importance. 
Hilton reiterated that people rush into fields because they 
are offered good positions. They are warned that they 
should decide on a career now, and they have a monetary 
3 
need to start to work immediately. 
^Nina Laserson, "Profiles of Five Second-Careerists, 
Personnel, (January, 1973), pp. 36-37 and 39. 
^Howard S. Becker and Anslem L. Strauss, "Careers, 
Personality, and Adult Socialization," The American Journal 
of Sociology, (November, 1956), p. 261. 
3Thomas L. Hilton, "Career Decision-Making," 
Journal of Counseling Psychology, (1962), pp. 291-298. 
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Part time working experience may lead one down the 
wrong path. Krippner contended that even though part time 
experience is valuable, it may give a person a false image 
of a profession. He stated that part time experience does 
not give a person enough inside first hand information about 
the profession.^ 
The most important decision made by an adult in our 
society is his occupational choice. Glick stated that people 
are given advice by guidance counselors that leads them into 
fields in which they are unhappy. He contended that their 
choice often reflects a compromise between their aspirations 
and their expectations. 
Occupational status or prestige were factors that 
caused confusion in the making of occupational choices. 
Clack contended that people make occupational choices of 
a fantasy nature in their desire for wealth, status, or 
3 
glamour. Bessermer and Norman draw the same conclusion 
^■Stanley Krippner, "Occupational Experience and 
Vocational Preferences," Peabody Journal of Education, 
(March, 1965), pp. 304-305^ 
2 
Peter Glick, Jr., "Anticipated Occupational Frus¬ 
trations, M Vocational Guidance Quarterly, (Autumn, 1965), 
p. 62. 
3Ronald J. Clack, "Occupational Prestige and Voca¬ 
tional Choice," Vocational Guidance Quarterly, (June, 1968). 
pp. 282-286. 
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in a study done later during the same year.^" 
Bessermer and Norman contended that people seek¬ 
ing careers were misled by job titles. They accepted posi¬ 
tions for the prestigious titles and knew little of what 
2 
the job entailed. Snelling's contention was almost the 
same as Bessermer*s and Norman's. He contended that many 
positions have similar titles, but the job responsibilities 
are different. He stated that people accept positions by 
the title and then find out it really is not what they 
3 
expected. 
Supervision 
The literature in this area revealed that employees 
feel that if their supervisors guided them more they would 
be less likely to become dissatisfied in their positions. 
This can be seen in a study done by the University of Cali¬ 
fornia. Former employees of an aircraft plant in which the 
employee turnover rate was fifty-six percent were inter¬ 
viewed to determine what factors influenced their decision 
to leave. The majority of the interviewees stated their 
^Ralph D. Norman and David W. Bessermer, "Job 
Preferences and Preference Shifts as Functions of Job 
Information, Familiarity, and Prestige Level," Journal of 
Counseling Psychology, (August, 1968), p. 282. 
^Ibid., p. 280. 
3Robert O. Snelling, Sr., "Seven Ways To Turn Off 
Turnover," Nationa Business, (October, 1970), pp. 58-60. 
26 
reason for leaving was that their supervisors gave poor 
guidance about how to do their job.^ 
When a company expands or one company is absorbed 
by another, new supervisors are brought in to increase pro¬ 
duction or change the methods of production. Strauss and 
Becker found that new supervisors put pressure on the 
workers. Some of the workers not being accustomed to this 
pressure become dissatisfied, acquire an attitude of 
mobility, and eventually move to other positions and 
careers.2 
Dissatisfaction with employer and unsatisfying 
work is brought on by poor training and supervision. Cassell 
and Randall in their study stated that employees are put 
into jobs and expected to know exactly what to do. The 
employees are not trained in company procedure, guided, or 
3 
supervised enough to know what is expected of them. In 
addition to the factors brought out by Cassell and Randall, 
Friedlander and Greenberg stated that new workers are being 
^■"Poor Supervision Makes Workers Quit-Though They 
Won't Say So," Business Week, (September, 1956), p. 105. 
2Howard S. Becker and Anslem L. Strauss, "Careers, 
Personality, and Adult Socialization," The American Journal 
of Sociology, (November, 1956), p. 261. 
^Louis Cassell and Raymond L. Randall, "Analysis of 
Worker Turnover Pays Off," Nations Business, (January, 1958), 
p. 72. 
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overloaded with duties by their supervisors. New employ 
ees must have close guidance and supervision until they 
2 
feel comfortable in their new positions. 
Leslie Reid in writing about the training of park 
administrators quoted Schein from his article, "How 
Graduates Scare Bosses": 
'...in many cases relations between the 
manager and the graduate on his first job 
amounts to almost psychological warfare. 
The manager tends to be less educated than 
the new employee. The manager has often 
worked long, hard years to climb to his 
present level of responsibility. The 
manager often resents the college man's 
starting salary, far higher them his own 
initial pay and uncomfortably close to 
his current salary level.'3 
Recognition and Advancement 
The literature in this area revealed that employees 
leave positions because their work is not recognized and 
promotional opportunities are not abundant. The first 
reason was brought out in a study conducted by the University 
of Michigan Institute of Social Research. They questioned 
more than 2500 workers on the personal satisfaction they 
found in their jobs. They concluded that a lack of 
^Frank Friedlander and Stuart Greenberg, "Work 
Climate As Related to the Performance and Retention of 
Hard-Core Unemployed Workers," (ERIC: Case Western Reserve 
University, Ohio, 1969). 
2 
Johnathan S. Holman, "Outstanding Graduates-How to 
Keep Them in the Company," Personnel, (July, 1970), p. 34. 
^Leslie M. Reid, "University Training for Park Admin- 
istrators," Parks and Recreation, (December, 1968), p. 26. 
28 
recognition of the employee's achievement by the super¬ 
visor was the largest non-monetary reason for workers 
quitting jobs.^" 
In the area pertaining to promotions, various 
reasons have been given for employees leaving their jobs. 
A reason was given by Becker and Strauss in their study when 
they stated that some men do not wish to move up the pro¬ 
motional ladder in their organization due to added responsi¬ 
bilities. These people are usually asked to leave the system 
2 
because the organization is set up to train and promote. 
Another area in the promotional field is lack of 
promotional opportunity. In a study of 30,000 college grad¬ 
uates, the College Placement Council concluded that within 
three years of graduating from college one-half of the men 
and four-fifths of the women had left their first position. 
Lack of promotions and a chance for it was listed by the 
graduates as a major factor in their decision to leave the 
3 
positions. A percentage equivalent with the average of 
percentages found in the College Placement Council survey, 
two-thirds, was found by Pasquale and Lange to list lack of 
1"Survey Finds Lack of Recognition Tops Non-Monetary 
Reasons for Quitting," Business Week,(March, 1957), p. 191. 
2Howard S. Becker and Anslem L. Strauss, "Careers, 
Personality, and Adult Socialization," The American Journal 
of Sociology, (November, 1956), p. 253. 
"The Restless Graduate: Job Changes Surveyed," 
Personnel, (May, 1970), pp. 4-5. 
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advancement opportunities within the field or company as a 
major factor in their decision to seek employment in another 
area.*" When a person advances to the upper levels of busi¬ 
ness organizations, the competition becomes keener and he is 
less likely to be chosen for a promotion. Constandse stated 
that this is a source of disenchantment which leads to 
2 
employees leaving jobs. 
In their study of college professors, Nicholson and 
Miljus found that promotion policy is part of the core of the 
turnover problem. They stated that criteria for promotions 
and the procedures that are followed were apparently one of 
the main factors that lead to dissatisfaction among the 
staff.^ 
Age 
The literature in this area revealed that young men 
are more likely to leave positions than any other age man. 
This fact was brought out by Becker and Strauss in their 
study dealing with socialization. They stated: 
l-John A. Pasquale and Richard A. Lange, "Job-Hopping 
and the Master of Business Administration," Harvard Business 
Review, (November, 1971), p. 4. 
^William J. Constandse, "A Neglected Personnel 
Problem," Personnel Journal, (February, 1972), p. 130. 
3Edward A. Nicholson and Robert C. Miljus, "Job 
Satisfaction and Turnover Among Liberal Arts College Pro¬ 
fessors," Personnel Journal, (November, 1972), pp. 842, 844. 
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In general, the personnel move from 
less to more desirable positions is usually, 
but not necessarily, related to age.1 
Snelling contended that an employee under the age of 
forty is more likely to change positions than one over forty. 
In a study dealing with unemployment and job mobility. Stein 
stated that employees who quit jobs are young, thus lowering 
our age factor even more.^ That a young worker is more 
likely to leave a position was implied by Herrick when he 
stated that older workers are easier to satisfy in their 
positions and are not likely to leave them. In a study 
using truck drivers as the subjects and using the chi 
square test, York tested factors that entered into truck 
drivers' decisions to leave positions. He found through 
this study that young men with few dependents were the 
5 
most likely employees to change jobs. 
^"Howard S. Becker and Anslem L. Strauss, "Careers, 
Personality, and Adult Socialization," The American Journal 
of Sociology, (November, 1956), p. 253. 
^Robert O. Snelling, Sr., "Seven Ways to Turn Off 
Turnover," Nations Business, (October, 1970), pp. 58-60. 
^Robert L. Stein, "Unemployment and Job Mobility," 
Monthly Labor Review, (April, 1960)^ p. 350. 
*Neal Q. Herrick, "Who's Unhappy at Work and Why," 
Manpower, (January, 1972), p. 5. 
5 
C. Michael York, "Turnover Reduction," Personnel 
Journal, (June, 1972), pp. 449-450. 
31 
Women 
The literature in this area showed that a woman's 
reasons for quitting jobs is related to personal and family 
factors rather than to economic conditions. The United 
States Department of Labor in a 1955 report reported that 
women quit jobs in order to get married, have children, 
give more attention to home responsibilities, or to join 
their husbands if they are transferred.1 A few years 
later, Michigan State University's Home Economics Depart¬ 
ment conducted a study to determine the role of women in 
American Society. They found that many women that take 
positions leave them after working two or three years. 
Marriage was found to be the main reason that they had 
left. The women had developed an either-or attitude, 
2 
either a career or marriage. 
The fact that women are discriminated against in 
various areas has brought about a resentment by women. 
This resentment has led to their leaving jobs, according 
3 
to Maslow. 
•'"United States Department of Labor, "Labor Turnover 
of Women Factory Workers, 1950-55," Monthly Labor Review, 
(August, 1955), p. 893. 
2 
Judy Crawford, "Home? Career," Journal of Home 
Economics, (January, 1962), pp. 48-50. 
Albert P. Mas low, Job Factors, Attitudes, and 
Preferences Affecting the Relative Advancement and Turnover 
of Men and Women in Federal Careers, A paper presented to 
the American Psychological Association Convention, San 
Francisco, California, (September 3-8, 1970). 
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The fact that young women are more likely to leave 
positions was as much a factor as it was for the men. For 
the women it is the young, unmarried who were more likely 
to leave positions.^* 
Summary of Review of Literature 
The review of related literature was divided into 
two sections: (A) literature related to factors that 
influence recreation professionals to leave the recreation 
field and (B) literature related to factors which influence 
professionals in other fields to leave jobs. The review 
of literature pertaining to recreation professionals was 
divided into five areas: (a) working conditions, (b) mana¬ 
gerial ability, (c) salaries, (d) community awareness, and 
(e) others. In the area of working conditions some factors 
that were found to affect recreation personnel's decision 
to leave the profession were work overloads, night work, 
work on weekends, and work on holidays. Managerial ability 
is an area in which problems have developed that have led 
to professionals leaving the field. Rife stated that 
recreation personnel show their lack of managerial ability 
by the difficulty they encompass in administering the train 
2 
ing and supervision of volunteers in their programs. 
^"Neal Q. Herrick, "Who's Unhappy at Work and Why," 
Manpower, (January, 1972), p. 6. 
2 
Marvin Rife, "Field Problems in Recreation Work," 
Recreation, (April, 1951), p. 48. 
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Salary is Mother area in which factors arise that 
tend to influence recreation professionals to leave the 
profession. Gloss remarked that salaries are far too low 
for recreation personnel. He further stated that a few 
of the best people are attracted to the recreation pro¬ 
fession and many of the ones who are attracted leave the 
field for higher salaries in other professions.1 
Another area in which factors are present is com¬ 
munity awareness. Brightbill was quoted in Recreation as 
saying that recreation administrators may not know the 
community in which they work, much less the thinking and the 
2 
desires of the program participants. The final area that 
was reviewed dealt with many factors that have influenced 
recreation professionals to leave the recreation profession. 
Some of the factors were as follows: a lack of a clear-cut 
job description, misplacement of personnel, a lack of guid- 
ance, a lack of advancement, and relocation. 
The second section dealt with literature related to 
factors that have influenced professionals in other fields 
to leave positions. The section was divided into seven 
areas: (a) salaries and benefits, (b) job satisfaction, 
^George M. Gloss, "Training for Recreation Service," 
Recreation, (December, 1941), p. 574. 
2 
National Recreation Association. "Why Do Recrea¬ 
tion Executives Fail?," Recreation, (May, 1952), p. 113. 
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(c) guidance, (d) supervision, (e) recognition and advance¬ 
ment, (f) age, and (g) women. In the area of salaries and 
benefits, Cassell and Randall found that salaries and bene¬ 
fits for am employee must be comparable to the compensation 
offered by other firms in the area.^* In a study of Master 
of Business Administration graduates, it was found that 
two-thirds of all employees who had left positions listed 
inadequate salary growth as the factor that influenced 
2 
them. 
Factors were revealed in the area of job satisfac¬ 
tion that stated that interesting work determines a worker's 
satisfaction with his job. Friedlander stated that extrinsic 
and intrinsic job characteristics affect job satisfaction.3 
Investigators have consistently demonstrated that there is a 
relationship between job satisfaction and turnover. 
The next area reviewed was guidance. It was revealed 
that people are misguided into professions thus leading to 
disinterest in their job and subsequently leaving their jobs. 
Another factor that has caused job turnover is that people, 
not having made a career decision, have been pressured into 
^Louis Cassell and Raymond L. Randall, "Analysis of 
Worker Turnover Pays Off," Nations Business, (January, 1958). 
p. 72. 
2 
John A. Pasquale and Richard A. Lange, "Job-Hopping 
and the Master of Business Administration," Harvard Business 
Review, (November, 1971), p. 4. 
3 
Frank Friedlander, "Job Characteristics as Satis- 
fiers and Dissatisfiers," Journal of Applied Psychology, 
(December, 1964), p. 388. 
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talcing jobs that they were not interested in. Two other 
factors that have tended to cause people to leave their 
jobs are as followsi misleading job titles and part- 
time experience. 
Supervision was an area in which factors were 
found to influence people to leave their jobs. Former 
aircraft plant employees were polled on the factors 
which had influenced their decision to leave that job. 
The majority of the interviewees listed poor instructions 
by their supervisors on how to perform their jobs as the 
factor that influenced their decision to leave.^ Still 
another area in which factors were revealed was recog~ 
nition and advancement. A study conducted by the University 
of Michigan listed a lack of recognition of employee achieve- 
2 
ment as a factor that influenced people to leave their jobs. 
In the advancement area, the College Placement Council 
stated that one-half of the men and four-fifths of the 
women leave their first positions within three years of 
graduation due to lack of promotional opportunities.^ 
^"Poor Supervision Makes Workers Quit-Though They 
Won't Say So," Business Week, (September, 1956), p. 105. 
2
"Survey Finds Lack of Recognition Tops Non-Monetary 
Reasons for Quitting," Business Week, (March, 1957), p. 191. 
3
"The Restless Graduate: Job Changes Surveyed," 
Personnel, (May, 1970), pp. 4-5. 
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The literature dealing with age revealed that young 
men with few dependents were more likely to leave positions 
than any other aged man.*" Women were the last area in which 
factors were revealed. It was revealed that personal and 
family factors tend to influence women rather than economic 
2 
factors. 
Michael York, "Turnover Reduction," Personnel 
Journalt (June, 1972), pp. 449-450. 
2United States Department of Labor, "Labor Turn¬ 
over of Women Factory Workers, 1950-55," Monthly Labor 
Review, (August, 1955), p. 893. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
This chapter includes a description of the methods 
and procedures that were used in: (A) The Selection of 
Items, (B) The Pilot Study, (C) The Selection of Subjects, 
(D) Collection of Data, and (E) Statistical Procedures. 
Selection of Items 
The investigator made a study of questionnaires 
used in studies related to the identification of factors 
which have influenced people to change jobs. One such 
study was completed in 1972, under the direction of Nichol¬ 
son and Miljus. Their questionnaire was organized under the 
following sections: (1) recognition and advancement, (2) 
work itself, (3) policies and administration, (4) super¬ 
vision, (5) interpersonal relations, (6) working conditions, 
(7) salary factors, and (8) non-wage benefits.* Another 
study was conducted by Herrick in which job factors were 
listed and the respondents were asked to rank them 
^Edward A. Nicholson and Robert C. Miljus, "Job 
Satisfaction and Turnover Among Liberal Arts College Pro¬ 
fessors," Personnel Journal, (November, 1972), p. 843. 
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according to the influence they had on their leaving a 
position.1 Following the study of questionnaires, the 
investigator sought suggestions for factors from profes¬ 
sional recreators, graduate students, and thesis committee 
members. A list of items was compiled which was used in 
the questionnaire (Appendix D) to Identify the factors which 
had influenced Georgia Southern College recreation major 
graduates who had held full time recreation positions to 
seek employment in other fields. 
The questionnaire was organized under eight head¬ 
ings : (1) recognition and advancement, (2) policies and 
administration, (3) supervision, (4) interpersonal rela¬ 
tions, (5) working conditions, (6) salary, (7) non-wage 
benefits, and (8) personal life. 
The items on the questionnaire were divided into 
two categories: (1) major headings and (2) factors. This 
division was used for clarity, to save time, and to avoid 
boredom on the part of the respondent. 
A set of instructions (Appendix C) accompanied each 
questionnaire for the purpose of guiding the graduate in 
filling out the questionnaire. The major headings were 
closed items which were answered with a Yes or No response. 
A Yes response meant that it was necessary for each factor 
^Neal Q. Herrick, "who's Unhappy at Work and Why," 
Manpower, (January, 1972), p. 3. 
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to be rated under that particular major heading. A No 
response indicated that it was not necessary to rate any of 
the factors under that particular major heading since a 
No response meant that each factor was "not a factor". 
Each of the factors were scale items which represented a 
source that could have influenced a Georgia Southern College 
recreation major graduate to leave the recreation profes¬ 
sion for another field. A source could have been a person(s), 
happening, and/or circumstance(a) which the graduate could 
identify as having had an influence in his decision to seek 
employment in another field. 
Pilot Study 
A pilot study was conducted by the investigator in 
May, 1973, using all Georgia Southern College recreation 
major graduates who lived in Statesboro, Georgia, and Millen, 
Georgia, that had held full time recreation positions but 
had left the recreation profession. Four male graduates, 
two who graduated before 1968, and two who graduated in or 
after 1968, were the subjects for the pilot study. This 
process was conducted in order to determine what revisions 
needed to be made in the questionnaire. Sletto stated that 
a pilot study should be run to detect any mistakes in pro¬ 
cedure before they exact heavy penalties in the form of a 
low percentage of returns. Pilot studies are essentially 
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a trial and error procedure wherein the successful trials 
are repeated and the errors are avoided in the final 
questionnaire.^* Following the pilot study, it was deter¬ 
mined that only minor revisions in the form of the 
questionnaire were necessary. These corrections were made 
and the questionnaires were finalized. 
Selection of Subjects 
The population for this study consisted of all 
Georgia Southern College recreation major graduates who 
had held full time recreation positions and have left the 
recreation profession. The group was made up of twenty- 
three men and thirteen women. 
The graduates were identified as having held full 
time recreation positions and having left the recreation 
profession through personal contacts, previous employers, 
and the knowledge of the recreation curriculum staff at 
Georgia Southern College. Graduates were located through 
information obtained from the Georgia Southern College 
Alumni Office and the graduates' permanent files. 
In the study the subjects were stratified according 
to sex (Male-Female) and period graduated (Before 1968-In 
or After 1968 (Table 1). 
^Raymond F. Sletto, "Pretesting of Questionnaires," 
American Sociological Review, (1940), p. 200. 
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TABLE 1 
Stratification of Subjects 
BEFORE 1968 IN OR AFTER 1968 
Males 16 7 
Females 7 6 
Total 23 13 
Collection of Data 
In the collection of the data, each graduate was 
mailed an introductory letter, a scale to aid in the 
rating of the factors, questionnaire instructions, and the 
questionnaire (Appendixes A through D) on May 26, 1973. 
The closed items on the questionnaire (Appendix D) 
were to be answered with a Yes or No and were listed as 
major headings. A four point scale (Appendix B) was used 
to rate the scaled items. A rating of one was given to 
factors which a graduate felt roost definitely influenced 
his decision to leave the recreation profession; a two 
was given to factors which a graduate felt influenced to 
some degree his decision to leave the recreation profession; 
and a four was given to factors which a graduate felt was 
not an influence on his decision to leave the recreation 
profession. 
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Fifty percent of the questionnaires were returned 
within one week after they had been mailed (18). The 
investigator called the graduates who had not returned 
their questionnaires to determine if the questionnaire 
had reached its destination. During the phoning, one 
questionnaire was filled out using the telephone inter¬ 
view technique of surveying. A total of thirteen addi¬ 
tional questionnaires were returned within two weeks of 
the telephone conversations. The total number of ques¬ 
tionnaires returned was thirty-two (Table 2). 
TABLE 2 
Returned Questionnaires 
BEFORE 1968 IN OR AFTER 1968 
14 7 
5 6 
19 13 
Males 
Females 
Total 
Statistical Procedures 
After the data nad been collected, a frequency 
distribution was computed for the scale items. A total 
score was found for each factor by calculating the sum of 
the ratings for each factor. The factors with the lowest 
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total score were recognized as being the greatest factors. 
Kendall recognized this procedure as the best true estimate. 
In order to test the null hypothesis (Chapter I) for 
significance at the .05 level, the Chi square one-sample 
test was administered on the data using all four of the 
rating categories. The Chi square one-sample test is a 
test for goodness-of-fit. This test tests whether the 
observed frequencies are sufficiently close to the expected 
frequencies to be likely to have occurred under the null 
2 
hypothesis. 
A more sensitive test was used to determine signi¬ 
ficance for the sixty-six factors. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
one-sample test was administered. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
test treats individual observations separately; therefore, 
information is not lost through the combining of categories. 
Next the fourth scale value, "not a factor", was 
deleted from the total data and both the Chi square and the 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests were administered to the three 
positive ratings for the sixty-six factors in order to 
determine significance at the .05 level. 
^-N. M. Downie and R. W. Heath, Basic Statistical 
Methods (2nd ed.; New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 
1965), pp. 124-125. 
2 
Sidney Siegel, Wonparametric Statistics for the 
Behavioral Sciences (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 
1956), p. 43. 
^Ibid., p. 47. 
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Finally, the null sub-hypotheses, which were stated 
in Chapter I, were tested using the Chi square test for two 
independent samples. Both groups of data, four categories 
and three positive categories, were tested in this manner. 
The Chi square test was used to determine the relationship 
between the greatest factors which influenced each sub¬ 
class of graduates to leave the recreation profession. 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
This chapter contains the analyses of the data 
collected in the study and is divided into two sections 
entitled; (1) Descriptive Analysis and (2) Statistical 
Analysis. 
Descriptive Analysis 
A total of thirty-six questionnaires were mailed 
to recreation major graduates who had been identified as 
having held full time recreation positions but having left 
the profession. Out of the thirty-six questionnaires 
administered, thirty-two were returned for 89 percent. The 
questionnaire included closed and scale items (Appendix D). 
Following the collection of the data, a frequency 
distribution (Table 3) was tabulated for the scale items. 
Table 3 indicates the number of times that the respondents 
selected as being most definitely, to some degree, to a 
small degree, or not a factor in their decision to leave 
the recreation profession. Table 3 also reveals the total 
score for each factor. This score was calculated by 
assigning a value of one point to a factor that was most 
definitely an influence, two to a factor that was to some 
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TABLE 3 
Frequency Distribution of Data 
FACTOR MD TSD TASD NOT TOTAL 
1. Litoited Advancement 
Department 
9 4 1 18 92 
2. Limited Advancement 
Profession 
4 2 4 22 108 
3. Unsatisfactory Promotion 
Criteria 
2 2 3 25 115 
4. Promotion Criteria Unclear 1 2 3 26 118 
5. Promotion Criteria Unknown 1 1 2 28 121 
6. Impartial Application 
Promotion Criteria 
0 2 2 28 122 
7. Unfair Promotion Criteria 0 2 3 27 121 
8. Accomplishment Not 
Recognized 
2 5 3 22 109 
9. Staff Responsibility 
Determined Inadequately 
4 5 3 20 103 
10. No Say-So in Hiring 
Summer Help 
1 0 5 26 110 
11. No Say-So in Hiring 
Full Time Help 
0 2 2 28 122 
12. No Say-So in Development 
of Budget 
0 1 7 24 119 
13. Too Much Work 4 3 4 21 106 
14. Too Little Work 1 5 0 26 115 
15. No Policy Manual 1 1 3 27 120 
16. Unequal Policies 1 6 2 23 111 
17. Lack of Communications 6 4 3 19 99 
18. Disliked Administrative 3 3 4 22 109 
Supervision 
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TABLE 3—CONTINUED 
FACTOR MD TSD TASD NOT TOTAL 
19. Unfair Evaluation 
By Supervisor 
2 0 1 29 121 
20. Little or No Say-So in 
Administrative Decisions 
0 4 6 22 114 
21. Too Much Say-So in 
Administrative Decisions 
1 0 0 31 125 
22. Supervisors Not Responsive 
To New Ideas 
2 4 5 21 109 
23. No Backing By Supervisors 2 3 4 23 112 
24. Lack of Program Improve¬ 
ment By Administration 
5 4 3 20 102 
25. Disagreement in Philosophy 
of Recreation 
5 0 1 26 112 
26. Disagreement With 
Board Decisions 
3 2 0 27 115 
27. Colleagues Not Congenial 0 0 1 31 127 
28. Colleagues Not Competent 0 0 0 32 128 
29. Colleagues Incompatible 0 0 1 31 127 
30. Could Not Get Along 
With Board 
1 0 0 31 125 
31. Didn't Like Participants 0 0 1 31 127 
32. Townspeople Incompatible 0 0 1 31 127 
33. Not Enough Office Space 1 0 4 27 121 
34. Not Enough Office Equipment 0 0 3 29 125 
35. Recreation Facilities 
Inadequate 
1 1 3 27 120 
36. Insufficient Equipment 0 2 2 28 122 
37. Inadequate Transportation 0 1 3 23 123 
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TABLE 3—CONTINUED 
FACTOR MD TSD TASD NOT TOTJ 
•
 
CO
 
fi
 No Secretary 0 1 2 29 124
39. Too Pew Professionals 1 4 5 22 112 
40. Volunteers Unavailable 0 2 1 29 123 
41. Unattractive Facilities 0 1 2 29 124 
42. No Money To Improve 
Facilities 
1 2 3 26 118 
43. Lack of Cooperation 
Between Employees 
1 3 2 26 117 
44. Little Opportunity to 
Develop Skills 
3 4 2 23 109 
45. Training Not Utilized 4 4 2 22 106 
46. Undesirable Location 1 0 1 30 124 
47. Dissatisfied With Salary 11 6 2 13 81 
48. Unfair Salary Distri¬ 
bution 
3 3 2 24 111 
49. Salaries Not Based On 
Education 
4 1 2 25 112 
50. Inadequate Plan For Salary 
Increase-Department 
5 5 8 14 95 
51. Inadequate Plan for Salary 
Increase-Profession 
5 1 7 19 104 
52. No Job Security 3 2 1 26 114 
53. Too Much Travel 0 0 1 31 127 
54. Not Reimbursed For 
Travel Expenses 
0 0 0 32 128 
55. Not Enough Travel 0 1 0 31 126 
56. No Opportunity For 
Research 
2 2 0 28 119 
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TABLE 3—CONTINUED 
FACTOR MB TSD TASD NOT TOTAL 
57. Inadequate Retirement 
Benefits 
2 2 2 26 116 
•
 
CO
 
in
 No Retirement Benefits 4 2 1 25 111 
59. Insufficient Insurance 
Benefits 
3 3 1 25 112 
60. Desirable Jobs Offered 
in Another Field 
12 4 0 16 84 
61. Personality Not That 
of A Recreator 
1 0 0 31 125 
62. Lost Desire To Be 
A Public Servant 
0 0 1 31 127 
63. Inadequate Physical 
Condition 
1 1 0 30 123 
64. Inadequate Mental 
Condition 
0 0 0 32 128 
65. Death in Kamily Changed 
Responsibilities 
1 0 0 31 125 
66. Family Situation (marriage, 
divorce, children) 
11 4 1 16 86 
degree on influence, three to a factor that was to a small 
degree an influence, and four to a factor that was not a 
factor. The maximum possible score was 128 and the minimum 
was 32. The lower the score the greater the influence the 
factor had in the decision to leave the recreation profession. 
Table 3 indicates that the range of the scores is 
128 to 81. The factor with the lowest total score (81) was: 
I was dissatisfied with the salary I was receiving. 
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TABLE 4 
Top Twelve Factors 
PACTOR MD TSD TASD NOT TOTJ 
1. Limited Advancement 
Department 
9 4 1 18 92 
2. Limited Advancement 
Profession 
4 2 4 22 108 
9. Procedure Inadequate to 
Determine Responsibility 
4 5 3 20 103 
13. Too Much Work 4 3 4 21 106 
17. Lack of Communication 6 4 3 19 99 
24. Lack of Program Improvement 
by Administration 
5 4 3 20 102 
45. Training Mot Utilised 4 4 2 22 106 
47. Dissatisfied With Salary 11 6 2 13 81 
50. Inadequate Salary Increase 
Department 
5 5 8 14 95 
51. Inadequate Salary Increase 
Profession 
5 1 7 19 104 
60. Desirable Jobs Offered 12 4 0 16 84 
66. Family Situation 11 4 1 16 86 
The top twelve factors ranged in score from 81 to 
108. As is indicated in Table 4, these twelve were: I 
was dissatisfied with the salary I was receiving (81), desir 
able jobs were offered to me in other fields (84), my 
family situation made it necessary for me to leave the 
profession (marriage, divorce, separation, parents, wife. 
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children) (86), my prospects for advancement were limited 
within the department (92), there was an inadequate plan 
for salary increases within the department (95), there was 
a lack of coxmnunication between staff members and the admin¬ 
istration (99), there was a lack of assistance on the part 
of the administration (102), procedure for determining 
staff responsibilities was inadequate (103), there was an 
inadequate plan for salary increases within the profession 
(104), my training was not utilized to its fullest extent 
(106), and my proppects for advancement were limited within 
the profession (108). 
No factors scored below the 81 point level. A 
total of three factors scored in the 80 to 90 range. This 
represented 4.5 percent of the total factors. Only three 
factors scored in the 91-100 range. A total of eleven (11) 
factors scored in the 101-110 range. A percentage of 34.8 
factors or a total of 23 scored in the 111-120 range. And 
finally, a total of 26 factors scored in the 121-128 range. 
This represented 39.3 percent of the factors. 
The factor, desirable jobs were offered to me in 
other fields, drew the largest response in the most defi¬ 
nitely a factor category (12). Whereas, I was dissatisfied 
with the salary I was receiving drew the largest number of 
positive responses with 19 out of 32. The positive responses 
ware determined by combining the scores for most definitely. 
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to some degree, and to a email degree as these responses 
indicated that the factor had influenced their decision 
to leave the profession in some manner. 
Only three factors received the maximum score of 
128, which meant that these factors did not influence anyone 
at all in their decision to leave the recreation profession. 
The factors were (1) my colleagues were not competent, (2) 
the department did not reimburse me for travel expenses, 
and (3) my mental condition became such that I was unable 
to continue in the field. 
Statistical Analysis 
Non-parametric statistics were used with these data 
since the distribution could not be assumed to be normal 
because of the small number of subjects involved. There¬ 
fore, the data were ordinal. 
The Chi square one-sample test was used to analyze 
the data collected (Table 5). The test was used on the 
data collected through the questionnaire to determine if there 
were any significant factors that had influenced the people 
to leave the recreation profession* 
The Chi square values were determined by the formula 
presented by Siegel.1 The critical values for Chi square 
for the sixty-six factors was found to range from 96.00 to 
^■Sidney Siege 1, Nonparametric Statistics For The 
Behavioral Sciences (New York: Mcdraw-Hill Book Company, 
1956), p. 42. 
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6.75. The significance of the established Chi square values 
(Table 5) was determined by the use of a Chi square table.1 
All values, except two, of Chi square were found to be in 
excess of the value in the table at the .001 level (16.27) 
for three degrees of freedom. This indicated that the 
values found were significant. The two factors that 
were found not to be significant at the .001 level were 
(a) I was dissatisfied with the salary I was receiving (9.25) 
and (b) there was an inadequate plan for salary increases 
within the department (6.75). The factor, 1 was dissatisfied 
with the salary I was receiving (9.25) was significant at 
the .05 level (7.82). While, there was an inadequate pain 
for salary increases within the department (6.75) exceeded 
the Chi square value listed in the table (6.25) at the .10 
level with three degrees of freedom. 
A second goodness of fit one-sample test, the 
Kolmogorov-Smimov, was computed on the raw scores to 
determine if any of the factors were significant. The 
Kolmogorov-Smimov test is a more sensitive test than the 
2 
Chi square one-sample test. 
1Ibld., p. 249. 
^Ibid., p. 51. 
54 
TABLE 5 
Chi Square Values for Four Categories 
FACTOR VALUES 
1. Limited Advancement 20.75* 
Department 
2. Limited Advancement 33.00* 
Profession 
3. Unsatisfactory Promotion 48.25* 
Criteria 
4. Promotion Criteria Unclear 54.25* 
5. Promotion Criteria Unknown 66.75* 
6. Impartial Application 67.00* 
Promotion Criteria 
7. Unfair Promotion Criteria 60.75* 
8. Accomplishment Not 32.00* 
Recognized 
9. Staff Responsibility 24.25* 
Determined Inadequately 
10. No Say-So in Hiring 55.75* 
Summer Help 
11. No Say-So in Hiring 67.00* 
Full Time Help 
12. No Say-So in Development 46.25* 
of Budget 
13. Too Much Work 28.25* 
14. Too Little ork 55.75* 
15. No Policy Manual 60.50* 
16. Unequal Policies 39.25* 
17. Lack of Communications 20.75* 
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TABLE 5—CONTINUED 
FACTOR VALUES 
18. Disliked Administrative 32.75*** 
Supervision 
19. Unfair Evaluation 73.75*** 
by Supervisor 
20. Little or Ho Say-So in 35.00*** 
Administrative Decisions 
21. Too Much Say-So i  88.25*** 
Administrative Decisions 
22. Supervisors Not Responsive 28.75*** 
to New Ideas 
23. No Backing by Supervisors 36.50*** 
24. Lack of Program Improve- 24.25*** 
ment by Administration 
25. Disagreement in Philosophy 55.75*** 
of Recreation 
26. Disagreement With 60.75*** 
Board Decisions 
27. Colleagues Wot Congenial 88.25*** 
28. Colleagues Not Competent 96.00*** 
29. Colleagues Incompatible 88.25*** 
30. Could Not Get Along 88.25*** 
With Board 
31. Didn't Like Participants 88.25*** 
32. Townspeople Incompatible 88.25*** 
33. Not Enough Office Space 61.25*** 
34. Not Enough Office Equipment 74.25*** 
35. Recreation Facilities Inadequate 60.00*** 
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TABLE 5—CONTINUED 
FACTOR VALUES 
36. Insufficient Equipment 
37. Inadequate Transportation 
38. No Secretary 
39. Too Few Professionals 
40. Volunteers Unavailable 
41. Unattractive Facilities 
42. No Money To Improve Facilities 
43. Lack of Cooperation Between 
Bmployees 
44. Little Opportunity To 
Develop Skills 
45. Training Not Utilized 
46. Undesirable Location 
47. Dissatisfied With Salary 
48. Unfair Salary Distribution 
49. Salaries Not Based On 
Education 
50. Inadequate Plan For Salary 
Increase-Department 
51. Inadequate Plan For Salary 
Increase-Profession 
52. No Job Security 
53. Too Much Travel 
54. Hot Reimbursed For 
Travel Expenses 
67.00*** 
67.25*** 
73.75*** 
33.75*** 
73.75*** 
73.75*** 
54.25*** 
54.25*** 
37.75*** 
33.00*** 
80.75*** 
9.25* 
42.75*** 
48.75*** 
6.75 
22.50*** 
52.25*** 
88.25*** 
96.00*** 
55. Not Bnough Travel 88.25*** 
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TABLE 5—CONTINUED 
FACTOR VALUES 
56. No Opportunity For Research 67.00* 
57. Inadequate Retirement 54.00* 
Benefits 
58. No Retirement Benefits 48.75* 
59. Insufficient Insurance 48.50* 
Benefits 
60. Desirable Jobs Offered 20.00* 
in Another Field 
61. Personality Not That 88.25* 
of a Recreator 
62. Lost Desire To Be 88.25* 
a Public Servant 
63. Inadequate Physical Condition 80.75* 
64. Inadequate Mental Condition 96.00* 
65. Death in Family Changed 88.25* 
Responsibilities 
66. Family Situation (marriage, 17.25* 
divorce, children) 
Indicates significance at: 
* - .05 
** - .01 
*** ■ .001 and beyond 
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The scores as determined by this test for goodness- 
of-fit (Table 6) were compared to a table of critical values 
of maximuia deviations.^* The scores determined by the test 
ranged from .75 to .15. It was determined that for these 
factors to be significant at the .01 level a minimum 
deviation of .29 was required for a sample size of 32. 
Sixty-two of the factors were significant at this level. 
In addition, two factors, (a) desirable jobs were offered 
to me in other fields (.25) and (b) my family situation 
made it necessary for me to leave the profession (.25), 
were significant at the .05 level (.25). 
The Kolmogorov-Smimov test brought about the 
same findings as the Chi square test in that all of the 
factors were definitely not factors that influenced people 
to leave the recreation profession. However, the Kolmogorov- 
Smirnov test did reveal that two factors, (a) I was dis¬ 
satisfied with the salary I was receiving (.15) and (b) 
there was an inadequate plan for salary increases within 
the department (.18), were not significant at any level 
listed in tlie table. 
Since no factors were found to be significant and 
fit into the category of "most definitely a factor", 
the Chi square test was administered to the data deleting 
^•Ibid., p. 251. 
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TABLE 6 
Xolmogorov-Siairnov Values for Four Categories 
FACTOR VALUES 
1. Limited Advancement 
Department 
2. Limited Advancement 
Profession 
3. Unsatisfactory Promotion 
Criteria 
4. Promotion Criteria Unclear 
5. Promotion Criteria Unknown 
6. Impartial Application 
Promotion Criteria 
7. Unfair Promotion Criteria 
8. Accomplishment Not 
Recognized 
9. Staff Responsibility 
Determined Inadequately 
10. No Say-So in Hiring 
Summer Help 
11. Mo Say-So in Hiring 
Full Time Help 
12. No Say-So in Development 
of Budget 
13. Too Much Work 
14. Too Little Work 
15. No Policy Manual 
16. Unequal Policies 
17. Lack of Communications 
.312** 
.437** 
.530** 
.560** 
.62** 
.62** 
.59** 
.56** 
.50** 
.40** 
.56** 
.59** 
.46** 
.56** 
.59** 
.46** 
.34** 
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TABLE 6—CONTINUED 
FACTOR VALUES 
18. Disliked Administrative .43** 
Supervision 
19. Unfair Evaluation by .65** 
Supervisor 
20. Little or No Say-So in .43** 
Administrative Decisions 
21. Too Much Say-So i  .71** 
Adiainistrative Decisions 
22. Supervisors Not Responsive .40** 
to Mew Ideas 
23. No Backing by Supervisors .46** 
24. Lack of Program Improve- .37** 
ment by Administration 
25. Disagreement in Philosophy .56** 
of Recreation 
26. Disagreement With .59** 
Board Decisions 
27. Colleagues Not Congenial .71** 
28. Colleagues Not Competent .75** 
29. Colleagues Incompatible .71** 
30. Could Not Get Along .71** 
With Board 
31. Didn't Like Participants .71** 
32. Townspeople Incompatible .71** 
33. Not Enough Office Space .59** 
34. Not Enough Office Equipment .65** 
35. Recreation Facilities Inadequate .59** 
36. Insufficient Equipment .62** 
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TABLE 6—CONTINUED 
FACTOR VALUES 
37. Inadequate Transportation .62** 
38. No Secretary .65** 
39. Too Few Professionals .43** 
40. Volunteers Unavailable .65** 
41. Unattractive Facilities .65** 
42. No Money to Improve .56** 
Facilities 
43. Lack of Cooperation .56** 
Between Enployees 
44. Little Opportunity to .46** 
Develop Skills 
45. Training Not Utilized .43** 
46. Undesirable Location .68** 
47. Dissatisfied With Salary .15 
48. Unfair Salary Distribution .50** 
49. Salaries Mot Based On .53** 
Education 
50. Inadequate Plan For Salary .18 
Increase-Department 
51. Inadequate Plan For Salary .34** 
Increase-Profession 
52. No Job Security .56** 
53. Too Much Travel .71** 
54. Not Reimbursed For .75** 
Tiravel Expenses 
55. Not Enough Travel .71** 
62 
TABLE 6—CONTINUED 
FACTOR VALUES 
56. Ho Opportunity for Research .62** 
57. Inadequate Retirement .56** 
Benefits 
58. No Retirement Benefits .53** 
59. Insufficient Insurance .53** 
Benefits 
60. Desirable Jobs Offered .25* 
in Another Field 
61. Personality Not That .71** 
of a Recreator 
62. Lost Desire To Be .71** 
a Public Servant 
63. Inadequate Physical .68** 
Condition 
64. Inadequate Mental .75** 
Condition 
65. Death in Family Changed .71** 
Responsibilities 
66. Family Situation (marriage, .25* 
divorce, children) 
Indicates significance at: 
* - .05 
** - .01 
*** « .001 and beyond 
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the "not a factor" category. By deleting the "not" cate¬ 
gory the data retained represented ratings by the graduates 
that had had an effect on their decision to leave the 
recreation profession. The Chi square values (Table 7) 
were determined by the Chi square formula with two degrees 
of freedom. In order for the critical values for Chi 
square to be significant at the .05 level or better, 
a value of 5.99 with two degrees of freedom is necessary. 
With the deletion of the fourth category, fifty- 
seven of the factors were found to be not significant at 
the .05 level (5.99). This goodness-of-fit test revealed 
that three factors are significant at the .05 level or 
better in the category of *to a small degree" a factor. 
These are (a) I had no say-so on the hiring of summer 
help 47.00), (b) I was not consulted on the development 
of the department budget (10.74), and (c) we did not have 
enough office equipment or supplies (6.00). Also, one 
factor, not enough job responsibilities were delegated to 
me (7.00), was found to fit in the "to some degree" cate¬ 
gory. This factor was significant at the .05 level (5.99) 
with two degrees of freedom. In the "most definitely" 
category five factors were found to fit best. The five 
were found to be significant at the .05 level with two 
degrees of freedom. "My prospects for advancement were 
limited within the department" (6.99) had a total of nine 
graduates out of fourteen that marked one of the first 
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TABLE 7 
Chi Square Values Deleting Fourth Category 
FACTOR VALUES 
1. Limited Advancement 6.99* 
Department 
2. Limited Advancement .80 
Profession 
3. Unsatisfactory Promotion .29 
Criteria 
4. Promotion Criteria Unclear 1.00 
5. Promotion Criteria Unknown .50 
6. Impartial Application 2.01 
Promotion Criteria 
7. Unfair Promotion Criteria 2.79 
8. Accomplishment Hot 1.40 
Recognized 
9. Staff Responsibility .50 
Determined Inadequately 
10. No Say-So in Hiring 7.00* 
Summer Help 
11. No Say-So in Hiring 2.01 
Full Time Help 
12. No Say-So in Development 10.74** 
of Budget 
13. Too Much Work .18 
14. Too Little ork 7.00* 
15. Mo Policy Manual 1.59 
16. Unequal Policies 4.67 
17. Lack of Communications 1.07 
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TABLE 7—CONTINUED 
FACTOR VALUES 
18. Disliked Administrative .20 
Supervision 
19. Unfair Evaluation by 2.00 
Supervisor 
20. Little or No Say-So in 5.60 
Administrative Decisions 
21. Too Much Say-So i  2.02 
Administrative Decisions 
22. Supervisors Mot Responsive 1.27 
to New Ideas 
23. No Backing by Supervisors .67 
24. Lack of Program Improve- .50 
ment by Administration 
25. Disagreement in Philosophy 7.00* 
of Recreation 
26. Disagreement With 2.79 
Board Decisions 
27. Colleagues Not Congenial 2.02 
28. Colleagues Not Competent 0 
29. Colleagues Incompatible 2.02 
30. Could Not Get Along 2.02 
with Board 
31. Didn't Like Participants 2.02 
32. Townspeople Incompatible 2.02 
33. Not Enough Office Space 5.18 
34. Not Enough Office Equipment 6.00* 
35. Recreation Facilities Inadequate 1.59 
36. Insufficient Equipment 2.00 
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TABLE 7—CONTINUED 
FACTOR VALUES 
37. Inadequate Transportation 3.50 
38. No Secretary 2.00 
39. Too Few Professionals 2.60 
40. Volunteers Unavailable 2.00 
41. Unattractive Facilities 2.00 
42. No Money to Improve Facilities 1.00 
43. Lack of Cooperation Between 1.00 
Employees 
44. Little Opportunity to .67 
Develop Skills 
45. Training Not Utilized .80 
46. Undesirable Location .99 
47. Dissatisfied With Salary 6.42* 
48. Unfair Salary Distribution .28 
49. Salaries Not Based On Education 2.00 
50. Inadequate Plan For Salary 1.00 
Increase-Department 
51. Inadequate Plan For Salary 4.31 
Increas e-Profes sion 
52. No Job Security 1.00 
53. Too Much Travel 2.02 
54. Not Reimbursed For 0 
Travel Expenses 
55. Not Enough Travel 2.02 
56. No Opportunity For Research 2.00 
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TABLE 7—CONTINUED 
FACTOR VALUES 
57. Inadequate Retirement 0.00 
Benefits 
58. No Retirement Benefits 2.00 
59. Insufficient Insurance 1.14 
Benefits 
60. Desirable Jobs Offered 14.00*** 
in Another Field 
61. Personality Not That 2.02 
of a Recreator 
62. Lost Desire to Be 2.02 
a Public Servant 
63. Inadequate Physical Condition ,99 
64. Inadequate Mental Condition 0 
65. Death in Family Changed 2.02 
Responsibilities 
66. Family Situation (marriage, 9.88** 
divorce, children) 
Indicates significance at: 
• - .05 
** « .01 
*** - .001 and beyond 
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three categories, to mark "moat definitely". Five out of 
six graduates, who marked the first three categories, marked 
"most definitely" for "the philosophy of recreation held 
by the recreation board was in disagreement with my philos¬ 
ophy (7.00). Another factor, "I was dissatisfied with the 
salary 1 was receiving" (6.42), was judged to be "most 
definitely" a factor by eleven of the nineteen graduates 
who marked the first three categories. Two factors that 
were located under the major heading, "Personal Life" 
(Appendix D), were found to be significant at the .05 level 
or better. "Desirable jobs were offered to me in other 
fields" (14.00) was chosen by twelve graduates. The other 
factor in the "Personal Life" section was "my family 
situation made it necessary for me to leave the profession" 
(9.88), which was chosen by eleven graduates. 
The Kolaogorov-Smimov one-sample test was also 
administered to the data with the fourth category deleted. 
The values (Table 8) were computed and compared to the 
values listed in a table of critical values. The compari¬ 
son of the computed values and the values in the table 
revealed that three factors are significant at the .05 
level or better. 
Since each of these factors was not chosen by the 
same number of graduates, the critical values for each 
factor was different. The factors were (a) 1 was not 
69 
TABLE 3 
Kolntogorov-Sndrnov Values Doleting Fourth Category 
FACTOR VALUES 
1. Lira!tad Advancement .31 
Department 
2. Limited Advancement .06 
Profession 
3. Unsatisfactory Promotion .09 
Criteria 
4. Promotion Criteria Unclear .16 
5. Proraotion Criteria Unknown .16 
6. Impartial Application .16 
Promotion Criteria 
7. Unfair Promotion Criteria .33 
8. Accomplishment hot .13 
Recognised 
9. Staff Responsibility .08 
Determined Inadequately 
10. No Say-So in Hiring .50 
Summer Help 
11. Mo Say-So in Hiring .33 
Pull Time Help 
12. No Say-So in Development .54** 
of Budget 
13. Too Much Work .03 
14. Too Little ork .33 
15. No Policy Manual .26 
16. Unequal Policies .22 
17* Lack of Cossaunications .12 
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TABLE 8—CONTINUED 
FACTOR VALUES 
18. Disliked Administrative .06 
Supervision 
19* Unfair Evaluation by .33 
Supervisor 
20. Little or No Say-So in .33 
Administrative Decisions 
21. Too Much Say-*So i  .67 
Administrative Decisions 
22. Supervisors Not Responsive to .15 
New Ideas 
23. No Backing by Supervisors .11 
24. Lack of Program Improve- .08 
ment by Administration 
25. Disagreement in Philosophy .50 
of Recreation 
26. Disagreement With .33 
Board Decisions 
27. Colleagues Not Congenial .67 
28. Colleagues Not Competent 0 
29. Colleagues Incompatible .67 
30. Could Not Get Along .67 
With Board 
31. Didn't Like Participants .67 
32. Townspeople Incompatible .67 
33. Not Enough office Space .46 
34. Not Enough Office Equipment .67 
35. Recreation Facilities Inadequate .26 
36. Insufficient Equipment .33 
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TABLE 8—CONTIHUED 
FACTOR VALUES 
37. Inadequate Transportation .42 
3d. do Secretary .33 
39. Too Few Professionals .23 
40. Volunteers Unavailable .33 
41. Unattractive Facilities .33 
42. Ho Money to Improve Facilities .16 
43. Lack of Cooperation Between .16 
Employees 
44. Little Opportunity to .11 
Develop Skills 
43. Training Not Utilized .13 
46. Undesirable Location .16 
47. Diasatiafied With Salary .25 
48. Unfair Salary Distribution .08 
49. Salaries Not Based on Education .23 
50. Inadequate Plan for Salary .11 
Increase-Department 
51. Inadequate Plan for Salary .20 
Increase-Profession 
52. Ho Job Security .16 
53. Too Much Travel .67 
54. Mot Reimbursed for 0 
Travel Expenses 
55. Not Enough Travel .67 
56. No Opportunity for Research .33 
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TABLE 8—CONTINUED 
FACTOR VALUES 
57. Inadequate Retirement 0.00 
Benefits 
58. Wo Retirement Benefits .23 
59. Insufficient Insurance .19 
Benefits 
60. Desirable Jobs Offered .41** 
in Another Field 
61. Personality Not That .67 
of a Recreator 
62. Lost Desire To Be .67 
a Public Servant 
63. Inadequate Physical Condition .33 
64. Inadequate Mental Condition 0 
65. Death in Family Changed .67 
Responsibilities 
66. Family Situation (marriage, .35* 
divorce, children) 
Indicates significance at: 
* - .05 
*• - .01 
*** « .001 and beyond 
73 
consulted on the developxaent of the department budget 
(.54), (b) desirable jobs were offered to me in other 
fields (.41), and (c) my family situation made it necessary 
for ne to leave the profession (.35). 
MI was not consulted on the development of the 
department budget" was chosen by eight graduates to have 
had some influence on their decision to leave the recrea¬ 
tion profession. After oxamining the data, the goodness- 
of-fit tost revealed that this factor was significant 
in the "to a small degree" category. Seven out of the 
eight graduates making positive responses marked this 
category. 
Sixteen graduates made positive responses to the 
factor, "desirable jobs were offered to me in other fields." 
This factor is significant at the .01 level (.392). Twelve 
of the sixteen positive reuponaes were "most definitely" 
a factor. 
A significance level of .05 was achieved by the 
factor, "my family situation made it necessary for me to 
leave the profession." Sixteen graduates made a positive 
response to this factor with eleven choosing "most defi¬ 
nitely". 
The data pertaining to the null sub-hypothesis that 
there is no relationship between the factors which influenced 
male recreation major graduates who graduated before 1968, 
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and the factors which influenced male recreation major 
graduates who graduated in or after 1968, who had held 
full time recreation positions to seek employment in another 
field are in Table 9, 
TABLE 9 
Male Responses 
MD TSD TASD NOT TOTAL 
Males Before 1968 85 55 77 707 924 
Males In or After 1968 32 49 37 344 462 
Total 117 104 114 1051 1386 
Degrees of Freedom « 3; Significance Level ■ .05; Chi 
square - 10.965*; Table Value - 7.821 
Table 9 reveals that the fourteen males who graduated 
before 1968 made 924 responses. Eighty-five of their 
responses were in the "most definitely" category, fifty-five 
were in the "to some degree" category, seventy-seven 
responses were in the "to a small degree" category, and the 
"not" category had 707 responses. The seven malea^ who 
graduated in or after 1968, marked "most definitely" thirty- 
two times, "to some degree" forty-nine times, "to a small 
^George A. Ferguson, Statistical Analysis in 
Psychology and Education (3rd ed.; New York: McGraw-Hill 
Company, 1971), p. 451. 
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degree" thirty-seven times, and "not" 344 tines. The total 
for these responses was 462. 
The coxnbination of these responses reveals that 
the twenty-one male respondents marked "most definitely" 
117 times, "to some degree" 104 times, "to a small 
degree" 114 times, and "not" 1051 times for a total of 
1386 responses. 
The "not" category was eliminated and the Chi 
square value was computed for the positive categories in 
order to determine if there was any significance in these 
categories. The data for these three categories are in 
Table 10. 
TABLE 10 
Male Responses Deleting Fourth Category 
MD TSD TASD TOTAL 
Males Before 1968 85 55 77 217 
Males In or After 1968 32 49 37 118 
Total 117 104 114 335 
Degrees of Freedom » 2; Significance Level <■ .01; Chi 
square — 10.01**; Table Value ™ 9.21 
Table 10 reveals that the male graduates who 
graduated before 1968 chose "most definitely" eighty- 
five times, "to some degree" fifty-five times, and "to a 
small degree" seventy-seven times for a total of 217 
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responses. The males who graduated in or after 1968 chose 
"to a small degree thirty-seven times, "to some degree" 
forty-nine times, and "most definitely" thirty-two times 
for a total of 118 responses. The table reveals that 
335 positive responses were made by the graduates. An 
examination of the data reveals that the largest devia¬ 
tion occurs in the "to soae degree" category. 
The data pertaining to the null sub-hypothesis that 
there is no relationship between the factors which influ¬ 
enced female recreation major graduates who graduated before 
1968, and the factors which influenced female recreation 
major graduates who graduated in or after 1968, who had 
held full time recreation positions to seek employment 
in another field are presented in Table 11. 
TABLE 11 
Female Responses 
MD TSD TASD NOT TOTAL 
Females Before 1968 7 11 15 297 330 
Females In or After 1968 18 13 14 351 396 
Total 25 24 29 648 726 
Degrees of Freedom "• 3; Significance Level » .05; Chi 
square n 3.60; Table Value ^ 7.82 
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Table 11 reveals that 726 responses were made by 
eleven female recreation major graduates. These 726 
responses were "roost definitely" twenty-five, "to some 
degree" twenty-four, "to a small degree" twenty-nine, 
and "not" 648. The five females who graduated before 
1968 responded in this manner: (a) "most definitely" 
seven times, (b) "to some degree" eleven times, (c) "to 
a small degree" fifteen times, and (d) "not" 297 times for 
a total of 330. Table 11 also reveals that the six 
females who graduated in or after 1968 chose "not" 351 
times, "to a small degree" fourteen times, "to some degree" 
thirteen times, and "most definitely" eighteen times. 
The total responses by the six females was 396. 
In order to determine if there was any signifi¬ 
cance in the first three categories, the "not" category 
was eliminated. The data are presented in Table 12. 
TABLE 12 
Female Responses Deleting Fourth Category 
MD TSD TASD TOTAL 
Females Before 1968 7 11 15 33 
Females In or After 1968 18 13 14 45 
Total 25 24 29 78 
Degrees of Freedom - 2; Significance Level ■ .05? Chi 
square m 3.28; Table Value ■ 5.99 
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Table 12 reveals that a total of seventy-eight 
responses were made by the eleven female graduates. The 
largest number of positive responses was twenty-nine in 
the "to a small degree" category. Table 12 further 
reveals that the six females who graduated in or after 1968 
made eighteen "most definitely" responses. This repre¬ 
sented the largest number of positive responses by the six 
graduates. The largest response by the five females who 
graduated before 1968 was in the "to a small degree" 
category. 
The data for the null sub-hypothesis that there is no 
relationship between the factors which influenced male recrea¬ 
tion major graduates who graduated before 1968, and the 
factors which influenced female recreation major graduates 
who graduated before 1968, who held full time recreation 
positions to seek employment in another field is presented 
in Table 13. 
TABLE 13 
Hale and Female Responses Before 1968 
MD TSD TASD NOT TOTAL 
Males 85 55 77 707 924 
Females 7 11 15 297 330 
Total 92 66 92 1004 1254 
Degrees of Freedom " 3; Significance Level * .001; Chi 
square ™ 30.04***; Table Value m 16.27 
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Table 13 reveals that the males who graduated before 
1968 made 924 responses. The responses were (a) "most 
definitely" eighty-five, (b) "to some degree" fifty-five, 
(c) "to a small degree" seventy-seven, and (d) "not" 707. 
Further, the table reveals that the five females in this 
sub-class made seven "most definitely" responses, eleven 
"to some degree" responses, fifteen "to a small degree" 
responses, 297 "not" responses for a total of 330 responses. 
In order to determine if there was any significance 
in the three positive responses, the fourth category was 
deleted. The data for these responses can be found in Table 
14. 
TABLE 14 
Male and Female Responses Before 1968 Deleting "Not" Category 
MD TSD TASD TOTAL 
Males 85 55 77 217 
Females 7 11 15 33 
Total 92 66 92 250 
Degrees of Freedom > 2; Significance Level » .05; Chi 
square ■ 3.97; Table Value ■ 5.99 
Table 14 reveals that two categories of positive 
responses, "most definitely" and "to a small degree", had 
ninety-two responses each. Whereas, "to some degree" had 
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sixty-six responses. Table 14 further reveals that the 
largest number of positive responses for the males was 
eighty-five in the "most definitely" category. The largest 
response for the females was in the "to a small degree" 
category (15). 
The data pertaining to the null sub-hypothesis 
that there is no relationship between the factors which 
influenced male recreation major graduates who graduated 
in or after 1968, and the factors which influenced female 
recreation major graduates who graduated in or after 
1968, who had held full time recreation positions to seek 
employment in another field are tabulated in Table 15. 
TABLE 15 
Male and Female Responses In or After 1968 
MD TSD TASD NOT TOTAL 
Males 32 49 37 344 462 
Females 18 13 14 351 396 
Total 50 62 51 695 858 
Degrees of Freedom *3; Significance Level « .001; Chi 
square ■ 30.166***; Table Value « 16.27 
Table 15 reveals that there were a total of 462 
responses by males and 396 responses by females. The 
largest response by both the males and females was in the 
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"not" category. The males had 344 "not" responses, while 
the females made 351. 
The significance with the four categories of 
responses was in the "not" category. In order to determine 
if there was any significance in the positive responses, 
the "not" category was deleted. The data for the three 
categories is presented in Table 16. 
TABLE 16 
Male and Female Responses In or After 1968 
Deleting "Not" Category 
MD TSD TASD TOTAL 
Males 32 49 37 118 
Females 18 13 14 45 
Total 50 62 51 163 
Degrees of Freedom - 2; Significance Level « .05; Chi 
square m 3.1476; Table Value « 5.99 
Table 16 reveals that the males who graduated in 
or after 1968, made positive responses. They made thirty- 
two "most definitely" responses, forty-nine "to some 
degree" responses, and thirty-seven "to a small degree" 
responses. The females made forty-five responses. They 
were "most definitely" eighteen times, "to some degree" 
thirteen times, and "to a small degree" fourteen times. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter is divided into sections dealing with 
the summary of this study, the findings, the conclusions 
based upon the findings, and the recommendations for further 
research. 
Summary 
This study was designed to identify and analyze 
the factors which have influenced Georgia Southern College 
recreation major graduates who had taken full time recrea¬ 
tion positions to leave the recreation profession. The 
population for the study consisted of all Georgia Southern 
College recreation major graduates who had held full time 
recreation positions but had left the recreation profession. 
Following the review of related literature, a 
questionnaire was constructed after which a Pilot Study 
was conducted which involved the questioning of four male 
graduates who lived in close proximity to the investigator. 
Following the Pilot Study, minor revisions were made in the 
questionnaire (Appendix D). A four point scale (Appendix C) 
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was used by the graduates to answer the scaled items on the 
questionnaire. 
In the study, thirty-six questionnaires were mailed 
to the graduates who had been identified as having held full 
time recreation positions but having now left the recreation 
profession. Thirty-two of the questionnaires were returned 
to the investigator. A total score was found for each 
scale item on the questionnaire by calculating the sum of 
the ratings for each item (Table 1). The twelve items 
with the lowest total score were recognized as the twelve 
greatest factors (Table 2). 
The sample for the study was stratified. The strata 
were sex (Male-Female) and the year graduated (Before 1968- 
In or After 1968). 
After a frequency distribution was constructed for 
each sub-class, the Chi square one-sample test was adminis¬ 
tered to each factor using the four categories of responses, 
in order to determine significance. Also, the Kolmogorov- 
Smirnov one-sample test was administered for the same 
purpose. These two tests were used in this manner to test 
the null hypothesis. 
Next the "not" category of response was deleted 
from the data and the two goodness-of-fit tests, Chi square 
and Kolmogorov-Smirnov, were administered on the data. The 
purpose of deleting the "not" category was to determine if 
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there was any significance in the positive responses and if 
so, which category fit best. 
Finally, the Chi square test for two independent 
samples was administered in order to test the four null 
sub-hypotheses. First the test was administered on the data 
using all four categories of responses and then on the three 
positive responses. 
Findings 
Based upon the analysis of data, the findings of 
this study were: 
1. The factor, "I was dissatisfied with the salary 
I was receiving," was determined to be the 
most influential factor upon the decisions of 
the graduates to leave the recreation profession. 
2. Twelve factors out of sixty-six on the 
questionnaire were identified as the most 
influential factors upon the graduates' deci¬ 
sions to leave the recreation profession. They 
were factors 1, 2, 9, 13, 17, 24, 45, 47, 50, 
51, 60, and 66 (Appendix D). 
3. Three factors were found to have absolutely no 
influence upon the graduates' decisions to 
leave the recreation profession. They were 
factors 28, 54, and 64 (Appendix D). 
4. Fifty-one factors out of sixty-six were found 
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to have had very little influence upon the 
decisions of the graduates to leave the recrea¬ 
tion profession. These factors were the 
ones not enumerated in findings two and three. 
The factor, "desirable jobs were offered to 
me in other fields," was determined to be the 
factor that solicited the greatest number of 
"most definitely" responses. 
Using the Chi square one-sample test with four 
categories of responses, significance was found. 
The most deviation was found to be in the "not" 
category. 
The Kolmogorov-Smirnov one-sample test for four 
categories of responses revealed significance. 
The largest deviation was in the "not" category. 
Using the Chi square one-sample test with the 
three positive responses, it was determined 
that there were nine identifiable factors 
which have influenced Georgia Southern College 
recreation major graduates who had taken full 
time recreation positions to leave the recreation 
profession. They were factors 1, 10, 12, 14, 
25, 34, 47, 60, and 66 (Appendix D). 
Using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov one-sample test 
with positive responses, it was determined that 
there were three identifiable factors which 
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have influenced Georgia Southern College recrea¬ 
tion major graduates who had taken full time 
recreation positions to leave the recreation 
profession. These factors were numbers 12, 60, 
and 66 (Appendix D). 
10. Using all four categories of responses, signifi¬ 
cance was found between the factors which 
influenced male recreation major graduates who 
graduated before 1968, and the factors which 
influenced male recreation major graduates who 
graduated in or after 1968, who had held full 
time recreation positions to seek employment 
in another field. The "not" category contained 
the largest deviation. 
11. With the "not" category deleted, significance 
was found. The "to some degree" category revealed 
the largest deviation. 
12. No significance was found between the factors 
which influenced female recreation major graduates 
who graduated before 1968, and the factors which 
influenced female recreation graduates who gradu¬ 
ated in or after 1968, who had held full time 
recreation positions to seek employment in anoth¬ 
er field. 
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13. Deleting the negative responses, no signifi¬ 
cance was found between the factors that 
influenced the two female groups. 
14. Using all four categories of responses, the 
significance between the factors which influ¬ 
enced male recreation major graduates who 
graduated before 19 68, and the factors which 
influenced female recreation major graduates 
who graduated before 1968, who had held full 
time recreation positions to seek employment in 
another field, was found to be in the "not" 
category. 
15. With the negative response deleted, there was 
no significance between the influencing factors 
for the males before 1968 and the females 
before 1968. 
16. Using all four categories of responses, signifi¬ 
cance was found for the relationships between 
the factors which influenced male recreation 
major graduates who graduated in or after 1968, 
and the factors which influenced female recrea¬ 
tion major graduates who graduated in or after 
1968, who had held full time recreation posi¬ 
tions to seek employment in another field. 
17. Deleting the negative response, there was no 
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significance between the influencing factors for 
tiie males in or after 19 68 and the females in 
or after 1968. 
Conclusions 
Based upon the findings of this study, the investi¬ 
gator made the following conclusions. It was concluded 
that with the four categories of responses, out of the 
sixty-six factors on the questionnaire, no one factor was 
significant. It was further concluded that by deleting the 
negative response nine factors had significant influence 
upon the graduates1 decisions to leave the recreation pro¬ 
fession. 
It was concluded that the factor, "I was dissatisfied 
with the salary I was receiving", had the most influence 
on the graduates' decisions to leave the recreation profes¬ 
sion. Furthermore, it was concluded that two factors, 
(a) "desirable jobs were offered to me in other fields" and 
(b) "my family situation made it necessary for me to leave 
the profession," were significantly "most definitely" 
factors in the graduates• decisions to leave the recreation 
profession. It was concluded that the factor, "my family 
situation made it necessary for me to leave the profession," 
was influential particularly on the female graduates' 
decisions to leave the recreation profession. 
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It was further concluded that there was significance 
between the factors that influenced that various sub-classes 
of graduates to leave the recreation profession. The "not" 
category revealed the most deviation. 
Recommendations 
On the basis of the findings and experience of 
this study, the following recommendations are made: 
1. That further research be conducted using the 
twelve factors that were determined to be the 
top factors. 
2. That results using a different rating scale be 
determined. 
3. That a much larger sample should be selected 
which would represent a much larger population 
than the sample in this study. 
4. That recreation students be advised of the 
undesirable qualities of the profession as 
well as the desirable qualities. 
5. That salaries be increased within the profession. 
6. That jobs within the profession be made more 
desirable. 
7. That females who have left the recreation pro¬ 
fession be offered part-time positions in order 
to keep them in the field. 
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8. That more advancement opportunities be made 
available to professionals. 
9. That working conditions and hours be improved 
within the profession. 
10. That students be required to have more practical 
experience before going into the profession. 
11. That recreation personnel be made fully aware of 
what is expected of them. 
12. That students meet established standards before 
they are allowed to enter the recreation cur¬ 
riculum. 
APPENDIX A 
COVER LETTER 
May 26, 1973 
Dear : 
As a graduate student at Georgia Southern College, 
I am researching the factors that have influenced Georgia 
Southern College recreation major graduates to leave the 
recreation profession after they have held full-time posi¬ 
tions in the recreation field. By identifying the factors, 
it is hoped that the recreation profession will strive to 
correct the situations that have caused it to lose such 
capable people in the past. 
Your help is being solicited. In order for this 
research to be valid, it is very important that the enclosed 
questionnaire be completed and returned within the week. A 
stamped, pre-addressed envelope has been provided for your 
convenience. 
This information will be completely confidential and 
will be used only as statistical data in my thesis. No names 
will appear in the study. Your questionnaire is identified 
only by a number to be used in tallying returns. 
Thank you for your honesty and cooperation in com¬ 
pleting the questionnaire. If you desire a copy of the 
results of the study, please indicate this fact by attach¬ 
ing a note to your questionnaire. 
Sincerely, 
Wayne L. Gay 
Albert R. Elliott, Ph.D. 
Assistant Professor of 
Recreation 
WLG:ARE:kda 
Enclosure 
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APPENDIX B 
RECREATION GRADUATE SURVEY 
QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUCTIONS 
1. Please read the entire questionnaire before answering 
any questions. 
2. Now try to recall the exact factor (s)"*" which initiated 
your decision to leave the recreation profession. 
3. Next answer each major heading either YES or NO. 
A. YES If yes is your answer for a major heading, 
please complete each statement under this 
heading by circling the number that corre¬ 
sponds to the degree that each factor 
influenced your decision to leave the 
recreation profession. 
B. NO If you answer no, go to the next major 
heading. 
4. Check to see if all questions and statements are com¬ 
pleted as you wish them to be. 
5. Place the questionnaire in the stamped, pre-addressed 
envelope that has been provided for your convenience and 
return within the week. 
6. If you wish to know the results of the study, attach a 
note to the questionnaire signifying this fact. 
7. Thank you for your time and trouble. 
FACTOR(S) as used in this study refers to a person, 
experience, or other reference point which would be identi¬ 
fied by you as having entered your life while you were in 
a full-time recreation position. You should be able to say 
that the person, experience, or reference point initiated 
a generative force and actively contributed to your eventual 
decision to leave the recreation profession. 
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APPENDIX C 
SCALE FOR PART I QUESTIONNAIRE 
This scale is provided to aid you in expressing the 
degree to which each factor influenced your decision to leave 
the recreation profession. You should use an item only as it 
is defined on this paper. You should mark the corresponding 
for each of the following: 
1 MOST DEFINITELY If you choose this category, you will be 
indicating that this particular factor 
was a great influence in your decision 
to leave the recreation profession. 
This factor played a leading role in 
your decision to leave the recreation 
profession. 
2 TO SOME DEGREE If you choose this category, you will be 
indicating that this particular factor 
was em influence in your decision to 
leave the recreation profession. This 
factor played a contributing role in 
your decision to leave tne recreation 
profession. 
3 TO A SMALL DEGREE If you choose this category, you will 
be indicating that this particular 
factor had only a small influence in 
your decision to leave the recreation 
profession. This factor played a minor 
role in your decision to leave the 
recreation profession. 
4 NOT If you choose this category, you will be 
~ indicating that this particular factor 
had absolutely no effect on your deci- 
sion to leave tKe recreation profession. 
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APPENDIX O 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
I. Was your decision to leave the 
recreation profession influenced in 
any way by a factor(s) related to 
RECOGNITION or ADVANCEMENT? 
YES (Answer 
each question in 
this section.) 
NO (Go 
to question 
number II.) 
THE STATEMENT: 
«) 
<D 
>1 U H Q) 
5 & £ 
•H Cn 
G Q rH 
•H Q fH 
m n) 
0) m g 
q e w 
o ^ 4J w c 
99 -P 
0 0 0 0 
a £* H 2 
1. My prospects for advancement were 
limited within the department was 
2. My prospects for advancement were 
limited within the profession was 
3. The criteria for promotions were 
unsatisfactory was 
4. Promotion criteria were not 
spelled out sufficiently was 
5. Promotion criteria were not made 
known to me and to other employees 
was 
6. Promotion criteria were not 
applied impartially to me was 
7. Evaluation for my promotions 
was unfair was 
8. My accomplishments were not 
duly recognized was 
Others 
II. Factor(s) in the area of POLICIES and 
ADMINISTRATION influenced my decision 
to leave the recreation profession. 
YES^ (Answer 
each question in 
this section.) 
NO (Go 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
to question 
number III.) 
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THE STATEMENT: 
9. Procedure for determining staff 
responsibilities was inadequate 
was 
10. I had no say-so on the hiring 
of summer help was 
11. I had no say-so on the hiring 
of new full-time staff was 
12. 1 was not consulted on the 
development of the department 
budget was 
13. Responsibilities were placed on 
roe over and above those spelled 
out in my job description was 
14. Not enough job responsibilities 
were delegated to me was 
15. There was no printed department 
policy manual was 
16. Personnel policies did not apply 
equally to all employees was 
Others 
III. Were you influenced in any way to 
leave the recreation profession by 
factor(s) in the area of SUPERVISION? 
YES (Answer 
each question in 
this section.) 
THE STATEMENT: 
NO (Go 
to question 
number IV.) 
17. There was a lack of communica¬ 
tions between staff members and 
the administration was 
18. I was in disagreement with the 
manner in which the department 
administrator supervised the 
department was 
19. The manner in which my immediate 
supervisor evaluated my work 
was unfair was 
20. The staff had little or no 
participation in administrative 
decisions was 
21. The staff had too much say-so 
in administrative decisions was 
q w +» 
q to < o 
5E H E-i 53 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
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22. Department supervisors were not 
responsive to innovative ideas 
was 
23. The supervisors would not back 
their workers was 
24. There was a lack of assistance on 
the part of the administration 
for program improvement was 
25. The philosophy of recreation held 
by the recreation board was in 
disagreement with my philosophy 
was 
26. I disagreed with board decisions 
was 
Others 
IV. Did INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS play a 
role in your decision to leave the 
recreation profession? 
YES (Answer 
each question in 
this section.) 
NO (Go 
Q Q CO 4J Q W < 0 
S EH H Z 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
to question 
number V.) 
THE STATEMENT: 
27. My colleagues were not congenial 
was 
28. My colleagues were not competent 
was 
29. My colleagues were incompatible 
was 
30. I did not get along with the 
recreation board members was 
31. The participants were not to my 
liking was 
32. Townspeople were incompatible was 
Others 
V. Did you leave the recreation profession 
because of WORKING CONDITIONS? 
YES (Answer NO (Go 
each question in to question 
this section.) number VI.) 
THE STATEMENT: 
33. There was not enough office 
space as 12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
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THE STATEMENT; 
34. We did not have enough office 
equipment or supplies was 
35. Equipment for activities was not 
sufficient to meet the demand was 
36. Equipment for activities was not 
sufficient to meet the demand was 
37. Transportation was not adequate 
was 
38. Secretarial help was not employed 
was 
39. Too few professional employees 
were hired was 
40. Adequate volunteer personnel was 
unavailable was 
41. Physical appearance of facilities 
was not satisfying was 
42. Budget was insufficient to 
improve working conditions was 
43. Cooperation between workers was 
lacking was 
44. There was only limited opportunity 
to develop functional skills was 
45. My training was not utilized to 
its fullest extent was 
46. The department was located in em 
undesirable location was 
VI. Were you influenced to leave the 
recreation profession by a factor(s) 
concerning SALARY? 
YES (Answer 
each question in 
this section.) 
THE STATEMENT: 
NO (Go 
to question 
number VII.) 
47. I was dissatisfied with the 
salary I was receiving was 
48. Salary distributions within the 
department were unfair was 
49. Salary schedules within the 
profession were not regulated 
by education was 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
12 3 
4 a factor 
4 a factor 
4 a factor 
4 a factor 
4 a factor 
4 a factor 
4 a factor 
4 a factor 
4 a factor 
4 a factor 
4 a factor 
4 a factor 
4 a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
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THE STATEMENT: 
Q w $ O 
S Eh H 2 
VII. 
50. There was em inadequate plan for 
salary increases within the 
department was 
51. There was an inadequate plan for 
salary increases Within the 
profession was 
Others 
Did you leave the recreation 
profession due to factor(s) in the 
area of NON-WAGE BENEFITS? 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
YES^ (Answer 
each question in 
this section.) 
THE STATEMENTS 
NO (Go 
to question 
number VIII.) 
52. I had no job security was 
53. My job required too much travel 
was 
54. The department did not reimburse 
me for travel expenses was 
55. 1 did not travel enough was 
56. I had no opportunity to carry on 
research was 
57. My retirement benefits were 
inadequate was 
58. I had no retirement benefits was 
59. I was offered insufficient 
insurance benefits was 
Others 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
VIII. Did your PERSONAL LIFE have any 
influence on your decision to leave 
the recreation profession? 
YES (Answer 
each question in 
this section.) 
NO (Go 
to question 
number IX.) 
THE STATEMENT: 
60. Desirable jobs were offered to 
me in other fields was 12 3 4a factor 
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THE STATEMENT: 
61. My personality was not that of 
a recreator was 
62. I lost my desire to be a public 
servant was 
63. My physical condition became such 
that I was unable to continue in 
the field was 
64. My mental condition became such 
that I was unable to continue in 
the field was 
65. A death in my family placed my 
obligations so that 1 had to 
leave the profession was 
66. My family situation made it 
necessary for me to leave the 
profession (marriage, divorce, 
separation, parents, wife, 
children) was 
Others 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
12 3 4a factor 
THANK YOU 
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